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Lois Lame
Chief Entornent Officer
Federal Section Cwnmisson
wa n D.C.

Re: Indlivi-Ameriu Ladurhip Intemit Fund * F.E.C. I.D No. C00283184. C.

Dear Ms. Lamr.

I am writing with soie mw of ursency, at the suestion of Brad ULchfiedd In yow offosL
It cams to my attention s morning d.ring a oweaion with Jm Hamr,a - r theBulimo Sun, that Improper contrfltutw may have been made to ou pmolitiatacimnittee Specifically, awee seem to be credible allegations that lndlvdual who confribuledwere i'= Iy reimbursed for thoe contrlbubms by other individual(),

I do not yet have details on the number of contribuion, tha ma hawe baen tainted 1w dollaf ,gue involve, or the ndiidua s who may hv been k= . I expect mw of thine detlto coma to Rght from the rortr eti. d other d etal to auam Minquhid. )& Harm'er nfornmi that he expeths artcle to be published th a ApRd 3
n theSunL

I wish to make cear from the outset t ti ndu l dAaia L hwuinPund airm I is bumare, lud any~.~e~ of thalegd Imrpvtes ~u y
Mu~ bdk Ow ltter ad apht kli li anid we uWX h-- w qw tar y to

T wiD bel in Wudkeamly rmd ww to 41es tnhUS fuztlu with yqu.

Mr. Suoh Chuar
Trwetr

PWb*U.yf h" Mu~Lnp Iatins-AM awrata aw wana w 04-,ams
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Democratic fund-raiser accused

Jq
By Jim Haner
Sian Siaff Writer

A ialtimore lawyer who has
been i, key fund-raser for dozens of
Maryland Democrats In recent
years sleered thousands of dollars
In apparently Illegal contributions
ito an obscure New Mexico cam-
paign fund that supports politi-
rians with lies to India. several
(i"ilirIba ulors sy

.Ai1 II Gada aid his nephew
aplti.i4 lid people in the Baltimore
aicr lilluding a young lawyer
and i I itel manager - and asked
Ihem to write large personal checks
to tie hid. three contrbutors say.

In separate Interviews. those
contributors said they were then
reimirsed In cash. Ikit their

PAC contributors
claim they were
reimbursed in cash

checks were listed as bona fide
contributions on the PAC'a qur-
terly filing with the Federal Elec-
l Ion Conunission (FECI.

Mr. Gadhia. 56. denied the alle-
galkmts in a lengthy Interview Mon-
day. saying. 'It's untrue that I gave
money through anyone. I don't give
my- Iget monry

'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

poilti s. I would never my ammo e
is lying. not bef'oe I knew what
they know. B* te ha. o
been a seriou mistake madehueMr.= ,'s nephew. May

Gadhia, also denied the clMai
saying: "That's net true. Why
would I do ooethg like thatr

Bt ctbutu Interviewed by
The Sun tel a diffe my. They
say that beginning about the sec-
ond week of October. 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 thrmo alUt-
more's Indian community.

See FUM .12A

Lait IL adhia deaned Me ale-

gaion. saying. "I don't give
momey - I get minoey.0

~f ii. 6 6 5

"., (

of steering political donations
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May 10, 1995

Subodh Chandra, Treasurer
Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund
3939 Rio Grande Blvd., N.W. #57
Albuquerque, 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.

If you have any questions, please contact Alva Z. 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,

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Enclosure
Procedures

Celebrating the Covnmissson"s 20th Annnersary

YESTERDAY. TODAY AND TOMORROW
DEDICATED TO KEEPING THE PUBLIC INFORMIED

qr"t 3 - -Taw->
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May 24, 1996

MEMEORANDUNID

TO LAWRENCE NOBLE
GENERAL Q 71S-

THROFGH JOTN SURINAO ASTAFF DIR1 5-R

FROM1 ROBERT J COSTA
ASSISTANT STAFF DIREOOR
AUDIT DIVISION

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

Attached are copies of documents faxed to the Audit Division from Mr. Raymond
Burrs. 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 Treasury in 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
by Rep Andrew's campaign committee in which the persons making the contributions
apparently were not the true donors

Mr Bums telephoned Ray Lisi of my staff to ask whether we had my knowluge
of the situation and asked for advice as to which account the check so be depod.
Ray informed Mr. Bums that based on a reading of the committee's counsels letter it
appears that the U S attorney is conducting an investigation into the matter and that
perhaps it would be best to contact the U S attorney for advice Mr. Burris responded
that he would do that

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

fiIM rti 1)bA 10 ( THE "t ~IC INV(N~t,~)
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CREDIT ACCOUNTING BRANCH
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FAX NUM8ER

TELEPHONE NUMBER:
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FAX NUMBEH:
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(202)814-740 -" 4". 
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DE7AtATMENT OF THE TREASURY
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICE

WASHINGTON. D.C 20227

AC ARFA ASS IGN D

CONTROLLED CORRESPONDENCE CHECK LIST

TODAY "S DAT:_________a

DUF DAT 'j g

TYPE OF TNQUIRY:

(W-*NGRESSIONA.L

( ) PUBLIC

1A4) CwFWS CONTROL WD ~NO1-

WHITE HOUSE NO.

TYPE OF RESIONS:

() APPROPRIATz ACTION

INFORMATION ONLY

SPECIAL INSTRUCTTONS FOR CONGRESSIONAL LETTERS:

( ) REPLY TO DISTRICT OFFICE

ATTENTION LINE ON
ENVELOPE ONLY

?OR SIGNATURE OF:

REPLY TO WASHINGTOw OFFICz

RETR NCOLNG LETTER

LE~ER 1BEtJSZD
Linda L. Robertson ( ) Assistant Secretary
Assistant Secretary
(Legislative Affairs and Public Liaison)

Jim Hagedorn
Director
Leqislative and Public Affairs

Russell D. Morris

SALUTATION TO BE USED:

Dear

( ) nS

Commissioner

-- rr,7

38 and ILA Cut il umbers, 1 yellow and 7 letterhea coples orthe original letter, along with enclosures, incoming l adbackground materials, must be submitted in proper foraat to theOffice or Leqislative and Public Affairs by the above dte data.
VFS CONTOL MNZU XI , I yellow and 3 letterhead copies of theoriginal letter, alonq with enclosures, incming letter andbackground materials, in proper format, etc. Except for theoriginal and courtesy copy, all copies must have the omtoLnumber noted thereon, je, i 3, LA, CUO, p= . Lf you have Mquestions or require an extension of the due date, please cell
Marty Weber at 46760. Thank you

-/ 7 ,..-

002
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EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT CORRESPONDENCE COVER SHEET

14-May-96

ACTION REQUIRED

PROFIE 0 1996-SE-003653

DATE CREATED) 05/144W

Robert E Rubin
Secretary

AUTHOR Andtrews, Robert F
Rob Andrews for Congress

Campaign Contribulons

ABSTRACT Incloses a che tk payable to thp Treartury Department for $3.000 for nomnee campaign contibulons
ii which the carnpagn commftee unknowingly accepted and are now paying themny into the Unied
States Treasury Duruant to relevant Federal Elecbon Las. (NOTE .nclosure routed to Fical under
sepaerte cover )

TASK ASSIGNMEN'T MEMORANDUM

ASSIGNED TO

REQUIRED ACTION

TASK

.)

-% DISTRU]BT11ON

DATE DUE OS2196Gerald Murphy
AS, Fiscal

Secretary Sgnature

Please prepare a renporm, for thp .gnature of the Seret y mid clear wII General Counsel.
Please have Legislative Affair prepare an iternm reeponee If you are unale ID reswond by the
due date

GENERAL COUNSEL
CHIEF OF STAFF
EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT

Q003

ADDRFI SEE

SUBJECT
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1996_SE _iO[QIM
ANDREWS

For Congress
26 Spnqde Reed

Crry Hill. NJ OMJ
(609) 424-5757

May 10. 1996

The Honroble Kobt E. Ruin
Secretary of the Trenmry
1500 P witvmwi. Ame. N W.
WmIVI" D.C. 20220

RE: Audmws lbr Conupas Cvmutt

Dar Secreltary Rubin

Pmruat to the mladv of counacL and m aconmcc with the U .d i
am herby nd, *a a ibcc for $3,000 from the Amhews for Coums Co we m Pd k
to the Unked Stec Tremury.

Tuk )u
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(215) 5S75.726) I. h~ Oma

my 10, 1914

he o normblI Robert 1. Aafemv
B i i lding
NaIhington, D.C. 30515

Dear ---oeimm Andrw.:

You have roquetea this FLa to give 7m an pini e to vtisctio to ftake vilkh regard towetyr hv w ai toas to what
-im- tim Crow t~.edJs nweu r aoeamt In eam may s. losed~~onof the Nahsm mft" and today's eG~t~o of the bMt&hin
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otb them the two auyo AMAe, eh~ a
p.. i'U latiaw to tom emntIw m aemew - - t

t h e~~~~ m i mIi a m t e o t e O utm e a i ~ S a

Smtrlbtio, * Ms. a as m am it
olezCro0 the ViteA tates jttorysw m t nther
ouMtism were mad bytt saw""
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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 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 election 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 coumel of the
FEC with regard to the appropriate manner in which to refund these now-suspect
contributions.

Since the actual source of the contributions is unknown to me, I have been
advised by the IC that I can dis my auty under federal elecio Jaw by
payment of the questionable amosnt to the United States Tremury ad be in m
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.

ARDBERMAN/Mmber of Congress
HLB/gs

.. .. m q m m... i •... - ;,
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BERMAN FOR CONGRESS
865 WILSHIRE BLVD. NO 220

BEVERLY HILLS. CA 90211

TO
THE

D ORDER
OF

"T"'~r2QO~ ,

r

4842-
- W MM # , , Am' 1w.. lwm. w C m

May 17. 1192.

C1US DOLLARS S 2,800.00

United States Treasury

00484218 , :&2223 qo0S: 0 LO o liek

DATE

5/17/96

'4t

DESCIRIPTION

PAY

@ RMA FOR CONOESS
DETACH AND RETAIN THIS STATEMENT

YG A*rTIA4O CM06C 10 P P, Aift. OV '-A*, D960F 8660. 69LOW
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Refund of ontribution from the Indian-American Leadership Fund

ANOUNIT

2,800.00
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May 30, 1996

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

Dear Mr Berman:

This letter is to acknowledge the Federal Election Commission's receipt of a
$2,800 check from sour campaign committee, Berman for Congress, representing
contnbutions received in November 1994 in the name of the Indian-American Leadership
In'estment Fund. We %'ilI contact you if additional information is required.

Sincerely,

Associate General Caunsel

Cefr6'**t th Cwwmnw's 2ft Ann~mswv

YBUnIMA. TODAY AND XOM
DCA11ED TO KUPG TD PIUC P*Ot'ED
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION JUN 2 u& I,
Washington, DC 20463

June 5, 1996

SENSITIVE
MEMORANDUM

TO: The Commission

FROM: Lois G. Lemer
Associate Genemilounsel

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.

A

I. 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 Congs, and payable to the United States
Treasury. This amount represents the full total of contributions received by Berman
For Congress from the Indian-American Ieadership 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 Loeaderhip Investment Fund had pled
guilty to election fraud, confessing that donors to this PAC had been reimbuned for
their contributions, using money from a minister at the Embasy of hdia.

As soon as this article was brought to my attention, I sough the couel of the
FEC with regard to the appropriate manner in which to refund theseow-mpm
contributions.

Since the acua source of die oris d0mowms to iI has bea
ad~ised by the VC tha 1 cam MYchl mYdos widw ~fd.um w
p ym ent of th t to Sties shin. 7  m be 1. M
compliance with the refund rule of I I CFR 103.3(bX2).

Thank you very much for your receipt and forwarding of the cadmed refud.
Should there be any outstanding questions or prblem, pleae ooAict me
immediately.

A~WARDD BERMAN
/ember of Congr=a

lt i/4o.l
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THE Sum2800DmO~sO crs
TO

THE
ORDER

OF

4842

1-M 0m

DOLLARS S 2,800.00

United States Treasury

U*00IgBlq 2NO i: L 2 23qo051: o ooooIa. 

EWMAN FOR CONOMl
O4ETACS4 AND VATMN THSS STATEMENT
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DATE DaSC I IPTION AMOUNT

5/17/96 1 Refund of contribution from the Indlan-Anerican Leadership Fund 2,800.00
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Federal Election Commission
Lee Ann Elliott, Chairperson
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Dear Ms. Elliott:

RE: Hamilton for Congress Committee
ID #C00073221

On the Hamilton for Congress Committee received a contributionin the amount of $ 3,000.00 on November 3, 1996. The contributioncame from: Indian-American Leadership PAC
Mr. Subodh Chandra, Treasurer
3939 Rio Grande Blvd. NW #57
Albuquerque, NM 87107-3153

The contribution was process and deposited in a timely manner.Assuming the contribution was legal and proper.

On May 8, 1996, Congressman Hamilton was made aware that thecontribution his committee received on November 3, 1996 wasillegal. It is the understanding of the committee they money wasfrom the Indian Embassy and was contributed through the abovementioned PAC to give the appearance of individual contributions.

Upon receiving the above information, Congressman Imiltoninstructed the campaign committee to return the contribution to theFederal Election Commission for deposit in the United StatesTreasury.

Enclosed please find check #006607 in the amount of S 3r08,Omade payable to the United States Treasury* Thank you very softand if you have any questions pleas feel free to oateat at812-949-8683-0 or 812-949-8684-Fu.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Prather, TreasurerHAMIL TO FOR01u3 CWUIXI g
RLP:grfv
enclosure: Check #006607

F43
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HAMILTON FOR CONGRESS COMMfTEE
P.O. Box g

JUFRON INDIAN4A 47131

PAY MT ORMA United States Treasury

Mme 006607

DATv May 22, 1996

$ 3,000.00

Three Thousand and 000100--- OLLARS

HAMI-TON FOR ONGRESS C0AITrM

2
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2...

'000OEEO 6?0 1:0839o2qq: Or

4hUUV. FOP a of ftMwOFl
P.E mrmr I ia WT6W OWIB BY Dmamr finq 0M S W R. MYtJ~T OF n14 P~.OIma

bution received 1994

0~b~

225 LIP

A, MP 2.0,0



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
, SHIN(It)N. D L 204bt

June 5, 1996

r P
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,

LoisG.
Associate General Counsel

C.k~raj" Ow C~3wni~on&s 2MW AMM"V

YESTERDAY. TOOAY AND TOMORO
Owcam 1NGAThiT W DM



May 22, 1996

Lee Ann Elliott
.hair

Federal Elections Commission
999 E. Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

-ear Madame Chair,

* - og ,,*,9

- iv. .

*, f,4 €rj

Pursuant to 11 CFR 103.3 (b) (2), enclosed please find a checki- the amount of THREE THOUSAND ($3000) DOLLARS made payable to theTreasury of the United States as a refund for contributions
determined by the Hoyer for Congress Committee to be prohibited.71e recent guilty plea of Lalit Gadhia brought this to theattention of the Committee. It is our determination this previousontribution is prohibited based on new evidence not available tothe committee at the time of receipt and deposit.

Should you have any
contact me. Thanking you
with kindest regards, I am

Enclosure (1)

questions, please do not hesitate to
for your attention to this matter and

Sincerely yours,

Treasurer
Hoyer for Congress Committee

t I
L E C T!'' iFfoyerforcoqg'

NO 5 Malcolm Road, Swite 102 * Clmtox, Atwylaxd 2073 -%N*30b 854*

14AR! fi W b,:° i It, 11 F ,,"afi ( , swm ( *..rmw.



HOYER FOR CONGRESS
7905 MAL CT)LM ROAD SUITE 102

(LINTON MARYLAND 20735

CITIZENS BANK OF MARYLAND
LAUREL, MD 20707
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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 Contgress 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 is 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 funed 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 commit had no knowd that
Singh and Gadhia reimbursed the personl contributions of the contibutoms r vw the
any apparent reasons to question the lgaty of thor Mo nz rbmd a -w
evidence produced by the guily pW and the nem spoper aticle, wo s dihscoe nd e " se
contributions should not have been accepted and deposited.

In order to remove the tainted contributions 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 a foth by the
Advisory Opinion 1996-5.

Carole Everm

RO. Box 65056, Baltimore, MD 21209-006. Campai Duss
4104331900- FAX- 410.433.4307



admits
Democratic backer
laundered $46,000
from Indian Embassy

Gadhia facs 5-year term

Four Md. lawmakers
unittingiy took
illegal donations

By Jw HMi
mmD MA=E MATTHEWS

A prominent flmd-raiser
for Maryland Democrats
pleaded guilty yesterday to
election fraud In a scheme to
launder at least $46,000 In il-
legal campaign contribu-
tons he received frm an of-
fidal at the embassy of Tndia
In 19

LailA IL Gadhia - a 57-
yer-old Immigation 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 Wheme to
Influence r ogressional law-
makers involved in foreign-
poy decisions affecting In-
d§.

An b Want from Bom-
boy, loft iswo wa active In
Baltmore's early civil rights
movement, Oadhia now
hoes up to five years in pris-
on ad $250,000 In fies. Sen-
t!mfi is schedued for this

WAViM .,.

A:

tamnpatgne
fund-raiser.

Adnit &and almia t,
theformer campaign treo-
urer ofParris N. Gendening.

• . .

1\

Prosecutors say the cae
against Qadhia 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 foreign embassy
has been implicated

"The fact that the money
came from the Indian Em-
bassy and that so many 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. Attorney Lynne A.
Battagila. "Obviously. we
have not seen a case like this
in 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 filed in the
case, federal authorities
could find no evidence that
anyofthe [See Gadhia,.1SAI

-ru_ r,,,, 5V



Maryland
ftnd-raiser
admits gilt
(Gadhza,from Page IA]

recipients was aware of the true
source of the contnbutions.

"The campaign assumed that
these were appropriate contribu-
tions," said Jesse Jacobs. press
secretary for Sen Paul S. Sar-
banes. the Mar.lander who is the
third-ranIing Democrat on the
Foreign Relations Committee Mr
Sarbanes receved $4.500 of the
questionable contributions.

Other Mar:.land Democrats
who recered S3.000 contributions
eacn were Reps Benjamin L. Car-
din and Steny H. Hoyer and for-
mer Rep K'.,e:s: Mume

IAn all. !9 Democratic candi-
dates nationwide got the money
shomly before the 1994 elections
thrcugh a netw,:rk of prominent
Indian-Amencan businessmen in
Maryland. their families and em-
ployees of their companies. The
donors then were reimbursed by
Gadhia. who admitted yesterday
that he used money from a minis-
ter at the Embassy of India in
Washington.

Under Federal Election Com-
mission rules, it is illegal for nonci-
tizens to make political contribu-
tions or for anyone to make
donations in 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 majority of people in
the Indian-American coamunity
nationally are going to be appalled
by this," said Subodh Chandra, 28,
a Los Angeles lawyer who heads a
political action committee that t
unwittingly received at least'
$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,
it has harmed an immigrant com-
munity in this country that has
worked hard for political recogni-
tion." Chandra Wkl

The scheme first came to ght
last year after a two-month i: ves-
tigation by The Sun into Caan-
dra's PAC. the Indian-American
Leadership Investment Fund.

I. Federal campaign finance records
showed that almost all of the

*group's money came from Bait,
more d,, irs 'with ties to GadihIal.

* who then 'Aas Glerndening s ,'am-
paign treasurer.

Donating mostly in S1.000 and
$500 increments. contributorz
ranged !rnm prominent India:-
Amencan engineers and doctors

S' ~.-.. busboys. students and
,ecretanes who never before had
made a political donation.

A ha! d,2zen ,-ontnbutcr, .-
'ernt,'d said the:y were paid t-.
iadh:.a )r .".:s nephew to 'nte the

-'necks Nk t s. a n :dea the .rc
* ' WatS 2..'.ii

;;)ar, WTer I
Akbar :'-,staurant on Char:es
Street w- here kit ,-hen employees
made .. ',H) r.h,, .s cont:"bu-

.- '. , ,t.er Balt:r.
d-lonors Sr. s'rg . now feeis sac-
,V Used -I; is ormer mend.

"I had no :dea - absolute,.-
:dea." he sad -esterdav "We ".ver-.
X .x*-P.r v v, i'-, . .

We never ,"-,.,,,,. about how

-t :'.e - .-..e f Ti>,• J:n '. nves: a-
,:on B= ero ease against .,, - -

inr";ed a u uid .ast sum-er
F11 az- -rs :ssFed subpoenas
'",se .vno za"., *,-.e PAC or .vho
attenred f-,nd-raisers nea
Gadh:a .or Mar.-land "onrresscn-
ai cardidates. Baltimore Maycr
Kurt L. Schmoke and presidentuai
aspirants Bill Clinton and Michael
S. Dukz.,-:s.

Former Md. official
Gadh-ia was at the he,ght of :,s

political influence, having been re-
warded by Glendeunng with an
580.000-a-year post as his deputy
secretary of international eco-
normc development. Within days.
the governor demanded his resig-
nation.

The a?, gations of wrongdoing
stunne- "atitn ore's close-knit :.-
dian-A:-encan community be-
cause Gadhia was its de facto po-
litical leader - the man with the
golden Rolodex who could pro-
duce thousands of dollars in con-
tributions with a round of tele-
phone calls.

Then. on May 8. 1995. FBI
agents seited documents from
Gadhia's Charles Street office
that qucily expanded the investi-
gation beyond the PAC contribu-
tions: copies of 66 personal checks
attached to an Airbomrne Express
bill of lading.

According to records released
yes3trday by the UA S MYs
offie In B1altimm,tb iri
was eddrsm to a hitr
navowd 1%uffdi L h t*

'A"



The records enabled the FBI to
trace some $46,000 n Illegal con-
tributions back to Singh at the
embassy, Battaglia said.

Singh. who now is a high-rank-
ing police offIcial in Rajasthan
state in India, was minister for
personnel and community affairs
at the embassy at the time.
Among his duties was to reach out
to prominent Americans who had
immigrated from India and seek

their support for the government.
No 'such contribution'

The current minister for com-
munity affairs. Wajahat Habibul-
lah, denied that the embassy is in-
yolved in trying to influence U.S.

*foreign policy through campaign
contributions.

-I have not made any such con-
tribution." he said. adding that
diplomats at the embassy have a
budget for entertaining dignitar-
ies but not for political donations.
"Certainly it is not part of our
work."

But it is not the first time the is-
sue has come up. -3

Indias current ambassador
has been in Washington only since
April. But his predecessor. Sid-
dhartha Ray. who is now running
for Parliament ,n India, drew
harsh criticism from Indiana Re-
publican Rep. Dan Burton for his
statements backing certain mem-
bers of Congress who were known
to be strong supporters of India.

"We are very concerned about
political activities at -the Indian
Embassy." Burton's chief of staff.
Kevin Binger, said of the Gadhia
guilty plea. "We feel very strongly
that it should stay out of political
races. 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, ofcials chalked up the
illegal contributions that were
funneled through Gadhia's Mary-
land political network to a lack of
sophistication in how to influence
the American 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-
eL which are aligned with powerful
and well-financed Washington
lobbies.
,India and its supporters in
W - n have been extremely

itrying to limit U.S. mill-
assisance to Inds longtime

MPakitan hiost re-
- the Sale of 38 P-16 ~es

twheQintoc dfouo

has tried to improve trade and p0-1
litical ties with India while n-
damaging relations with Pakistan
much of this debate has played i0
self out before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee and House
International Relations Comrnit.-f)
tee.

Federal Election Commss '
records show that the committfee
members have become magnet.
for 'ampalgn contributions fromI
Pakist ani and Indian immirantt'
living in the United States - and,
for (hsithia's laundered contribu-
tions

In addition to Sarbanes. other
Democratic committee members
targeted were Sen. Charles S.
Robt, 44 Virginia. $2,000; Rep. Gary
L. Ackerman of New York. $3,000;
Rep. Sherrod Brown of Ohloq,
$3,000; Rep. Lee H. Hamilton of(In,
diana. $3,000; Rep Eliot L. Engif
of New York, $3,000: Robert E. An;'
drews of New Jersey, $3.000; and
Rep Howard L. Berman of Call-
fornma. $2.800.

State Department officlals said
yesterday's revelations were un-
likely to do serious damage to
'US -Indian relations. Nor does
Ihe Gadhia case appear to rise to
the level of other campaign financ-
ing scandals involving foreign na-
tionals

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

Since December. four Korean
companies - Hyunda Motor
America. Korean Air Lines, Dae-
woo International (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 corn-
pany employees.

In 1994. a number of Ja
citizens and corporations paid a
$162,225 civil penalty to te 7W
for making more than $300.000 ii
illegal contributions in Hawai
during the 1980s.

Perhaps the most famous epi-
sode of foreign intervention In re-
cent history was the Korean scan
dal of the 1970s, in whlch a wealt
South Korean businessman fun-
neled hundreds of thousands of
dollars in bribes and contulb-
tions to U.S. politicians.

Among those caught in the
scandal which iplicated mnre
than 30 membersLf Congress, was
Hancho C. Kim. a Maryland busi-
nessman. He was sentenced to Ax
years in prison in 1978 for _ot
ing $800,000 in ftmds fom Um A
rean governmet to ha

members ofCongUes.

John B. 0Oowem
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How the m
A4 16, 19X Indian-A

Leadership Investment F
isters as a political action
tee (PAC) with the Fede
tion Commission. . In
months, it raises $700.

OW 1994: Lalt H.
sends 41 checks totaling
written by various indivi
the PAC. Between Oct.,
Nov. 3. the PAC sends $34,1
congressional candidates
the Massachusetts Dern
Party's Victory '94 fund.
prosecutors say that Gad
lected the candidates to
contributions and that h
bursed the authors of mos
checks, using money ot
from an official at the Idi
bassy in Washington.

0d8-WbeNPvbe 14: A
$15,000 in contributions fro
viduals is made directly to
didates. including eight wi
received money from the
The contributors are reim

nep moved
imerican by Gadhia. using rti'ney from the
und reg- Indian Embassy omctial.
commit- Of 1 1994: Qadhla sends a re-
ral Elec- port on the use of the campaign
first 13 flands to the embassy ..ofcial, De-

vendra Sing . ., . -. -

Gadhia Ma , 1995: Gadha resUigs as
$34-900 Gov.-Parxs N. Glendenfrns cam;

luals to paign treasurer foUowlng a report
30 and in The Sun describing his find-
J00to 14 raising activities. He also takes
and to leave of absence from his $80,000

nocratic post as assistant secretary of in-
Federal ternational economical develop,
hika se- ment in the Maryland Deput.
receive ment of Economic and Employ-

e reirn- ment Development
t of the Ma V. ft: FBI searches Gad-bramed hia's law office and finds evidencean Er- of the scheme to launder illegal

campaign contributions.
,nother Jue M , 199: Gadhia resigns hism indi- st-ate 4ob.

io also
PAC.

bursed

I'eStfar Gadhia appears in fed-
eral courf and admits his role in
the scheme.

Correswndence: A copy of airfreight receipt obtained by the FBI.
Prosecutors said Gadhia sent a report to the Indian Embassy on the
political contributions.
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ADVISORY oPhI14 199-3

The ltou"abI iy Kim
M&Mmbf U(Conami
Jay Kim & C**M
P.O. Btd 121
UpIhh CA 91715

) Deer Mr. Kim!

Thie i ,w to yout etie J id Fc1t 9, 199, w mosm i enu Ib an
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di mue Mfid (4"h A6t") ia CoIo ~ Ids oagwoedu~b

acepted by the Comuniti duft ;;;7f9"M ipsuom

contrlbtlwato quls I il Am o60*

ea& cI I mucdvd Si.000 ho sek f ph i duad $100m bue
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AO 199&3S

knowledge that Samnswig America reimbursed the Petsonal conributowof its employma. As this was an Internal cosporate lelion dew Is no wauymy campaign or I could have known about such reimbu rnf at thelime. But. band on the new evidence produced by the indictment in U.S.District Cowi, we have now dimm-sered that these contrbwi" shoud no,have been accepted and deposited.

You have requested Commission advice as to whom the Coma~igg gIjjd"disburse these tainted contributons." Given )-our asmptiOntW thde contbutigmshould be refiuxie to the indvIduals from whom the initial contribution was nuecshd.you ft',ther ask what action the Conunittg should take if it Is uabl to now~ find tIsindivduals within thirty day-s.

As you kmiw, the Act generally prohibits th. mnaking or accquMg armiycontribution by any Cawprftlofl whatCver in connection with any sation to Fdouajoffice. 2 U.S.C. 144 1b(a). The statute provides, in pcztinent Part, that lIlI WahWM "forany canidate. political committee, or other prson knov~in~ly to actp or areve MYcontibuition prohibited Wy section "lb(a). ViolatIonsof sctio 441b(.) am atm to 1civil enforcemgst actios by tdo Comintmon cnalu proseeugi by Sm United &ansDepattnent of.Twtice, orboth. At the outset the Commission .mpa aj thn"hiopInion dons not addmas any igguw concerning the LiabilitY Of the Conmlgaje or you. or&ny othe person widt speo t o violations of the Act in comtwing t~ m*oaccepnce of ft contrbutions descrbed in your reques. Thos W*ne Jawddigmeymacuons or poalties that masy be AppOpriaft. can only be Considered by teM _glision n d enforcement procw Ste 2 US.C. §4371 ad I1 CMt Put Il1l.1nacmd. this oplion pertans exclvsively to tO narrow quwsdom, of wa modem teCommittee rs required or pennitted to tk at tde time in the efu pgj jWWin cmlacwihCmiso eae swI I CFR 103.3.

The regulans prescribo the oblgaions of a commian trew pm qinelmpt ofa coibwfica thinp qaws unlawful ot pemew gcnuine quesd@.j .tN1rt %6svcmived, or Wpon discovery Of the Ibiog's uniawibi vmftv at it hf Is I1i ftJ~) Whene thmr Is late disomy of Mvdae tiMe a pnvotdm
Mega! baned oa new eviene not --affable to the politleal cwmane t t thu. of

'CAMMatsimbrceae at es may mphe moecmy cit pmdeis mid alter sencila pwa of2 U.S.C. §4371. CdabOa F-ONeuaMM by ONe U" sm ftr vibma an? U.S.C. gdlbrmWOM 3crumap Mw ed uuwi wma lb exceed ane yew fw #a*h viobsi..n. 2 11AC. #47d
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receipt and deposit, the treswr shall rerid the contribution to the contributor %ithin
thtirty da~ys of the date on which the ilegaity It dikcoveced." I I CER l03.3(bX2).

SCV*mi pSa advisor Opinions or the Conission have Considered the quoted
frule in two types of situations where. at the tine of initial receipt, there is no appa
reason to quettion the legality of t" confibulon, but thereafter evidence or nlbrmatlon
is discovered that hidicates doubt whether the contrihurion ws lawful. See Advisory
Opinions 1993-19, 1991-39t 1939-5 and 1914-52. One situation 6s where them i la
factual dispute as to th eclual source fthe contributiong, even though 11w discovery or
the new'evidence means that the committee recipient can no longer fely on its Initial
amsuption tt the contribution was lawful under the Act. Accordingly. ecomnntre
tla finds itself In those clreumtstpnccg must dilltorge an amount equal to the amount of
the suspect contributions. Advisory Opinions 1995-19 and 1991-39.1

The other situation is quite diflernin ha t tie matrial facts as to the source or
the contribution have been established In a collateral legal proceeding, suth as a guilty
piea Indicating tha crrnics were commuitted by those who made the aeltvwflt
contributons. 'AdvIsoiy Opinions 1989-s and 1984-52. In such cimumstam~es whecro
the faicts estblsh the Identity of the unawfih source of the contribution, the
Counniuou hos applied seclioni 103.3(b)(2) and coticluded that an haount equa to te
amount of the prohbited contributtions should be prmptly reftmdd to the eonttibutos(s),
that Is. to theperson or entity' th is determined to have been th sorc orth
contributions according to the guily plea or other collateral leapocdsg Mvisoy
Opinions 1919-5 and 1984-52.

11ai course oftactioun is one bpiion that my be taken in your case. Decaum th
I.0 fcts established by the gniity plea Indicate thast Santaun America In. was t, now
of the $ 10,000 in contributions originally made by 1live Samnatag mm- aom es " teirow
names, the payment of SI10,000 to Santsuft would be requited- lit tie doslvA
Conimitc may pay 3 10,000 to tlie United States Trcaaty. aIt tat is do Cemalum'
prelremxx% It should submitsa Commi~te check for $ 109000 payable to dos Tteamy Of
the United Stltes; she dck shuld be delived to One Commsln

Tbew e W W~ais e edw ash requaied ps-mi 1ol6em~ i
Federa. Sb's or Ised levd, or to a pdbilk cliArky dhud qwgfhd mWa 26 U.SC. jlllqe4 Ailatem
optosa e not availals6 In your vitnma ibeeui. 6@ list, ato t6~ &ctua so c .eftlbeg a,

pclnhave bees demned. 6" dbisesso below.
The fts ft to do lUsgap of a coviv"twu may also be esublsed lo it esaIes mpomeal

botwewa do CMMIle Nid Revendon kt b tt~e.reu MAW that is ;..dgie UWWi I U&C
f43 it. 5"e Ug~e MAWds Revlew (Mt") 340.

"he Comalis. hu bltreld 6he *taa to d1ow 11MeMas equal to mMWMas powlud 1
w isnaft t6 be disgwpd tth wiSi swss'iesM, In I"o el(mdm pe~ ajjMbf Ayf
velewthiY male Owe ws~bol etoevlm SeeaM UIJ 4.

To ted imthlAdiboq pusiilOs fS wd 1914-St hle tat p.ysws - '*0s~m wft
pretvifial ascepWe uaiowtu couir lwkma may a*l be im&d to**i enaiy ow ae im gi~ubw to hew 
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In either cam, the Committee's payment must be inade vithin 30 days of thereceipt of this opinion. In addition, the Committee is requird to fully disclope (ineludingItemitwd data) the payment as a dlsbursement on It appropriate FEC report. 2 U.S.C.
9434(bX6)XA), II CFR 104.3(b)(4Xvl).

ecause the CommItte Is not permitted to miake the S10,000 payment to the 11vSasung employees who appcwaed to have made the original contributions, theCommission need not adduess what steps the Committee % ould have to take If It could
not locate those individuals.

This response constitutes an advisory opinion concerning the pplkcatlon of theAct, or repulmllons prescribed b', the Commiilon, to fhe spceiiic b'ansaction or activity
set fouth in your requesL See 2 U.S.C. 1437f.

Sincerely,

Lee'Ann Elott
CL-herma

Enclosures (AOs 1995-19, 1991-39, 1989-5 and 1914-52)

mas Wds. UshId Suws Thu, eapor with du udertyln. u. ts ii . rdmdl ride ot I CF

ht b. to pl 'c di. po ea m.I e du u tmncal po-.in mould hav e U;
knwtng the nlhwubl WAN0W of 6h6 couutelas e aM outS4 k had wunmd dm wih 10 days shor
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I I ) RAI El ECTION COMMISSION
% A I'(,t )N I)( 2(04ht ,

June 12. 1996

Bill Garner. Treasurer
I toN er tbr Congtess Committee
7)0)5 Malcolm Road. Suite 102
Clinton. MI) 20735

Dear Mr Garner

This letter is to acknowledge the Federal Election Commission's receipt of a
S3.000 check from your campaign committee, Hoyer for Congress, reprewnting
contributions previously received that you now believe to have been made by a
prohibited source. We %ill contact you if additional information is required.

Sinrely,

Asocef GraW C~m

C'ek4wting Ccmwwons 2(h Annmrwvv

YEST .RAY, TODAY AND T0MOA
OWCMW TO QKEw T#E ftAIC W
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

June 13,

RE C IV,D
FEDERAL ELECTIn,

COMMISSInN
SFCRETARAT

JU 1I4 0 03 i6

1996

MEMORANDUM

TA. The Comission

FROM: Lois G. Lerne
Associate General C unsel

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.

Attaghmena
I. Cover letter and check
2. Cover letter and check

from Hoyer for Congress
from Ben Cardin for Congress



'S'At a LE. 4 ,

May 22, 1996 .
C1

Lee Ann Elliott 7

C a i r . ,

Federal Elections Commission
999 E. Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

:ea: Madame Chair, all

Pursuant to 11 CFR 103.3 (b) (2), enclosed please find a check
) :n the amount of THREE THOUSAND ($3000) DOLLARS made payable to the

Treasury of the United States as a refund for contributions
determined by the Hoyer for Congress Committee to be prohibited.
The recent guilty plea of Lalit Gadhia brought this to the
attention of the Committee. It is our determination this previous
contribution is prohibited based on new evidence not available to
the committee at the time of receipt and deposit.

)

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me. Thanking you for your attention to this matter and
with kndest regards, i am

Sincerely yours,

Treasurer
Hoyer for Congress Comittee

Enclosure (1)

ATTACUIT
page.IL.(,. of



HOYER FOR CONGRESS
7905 MALCOLM ROAD. SUITE 102

CLINTON, MARYLAND 20735

CITIZENS SANK OF MARYLAND
LAUREL MD 20707

May 29, 1996

DATE

$ 300.

AMOUNT

$$$$THREE THOUSAND DOLLARS AND 00 / CENTS

United States Treasury

Memo contribution refund
VrITn APTPP Qn nAYS

_LL-J. &nLJ6ztiL

- . .- r. AtANAf-vTO.W

'oo 2333 1:oSOo29691:

PAY
TO THE
ORDER
OF

23? S49819

ATTACI

2333
NUMBER

. e 9X?74 /41111e~

1.
of. - -
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May 29, 1996

Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463
Arn: 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 purnuant 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 Ctingress 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 is 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

3 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, 5500.00; (b) Sachinder Gupta, S1,000.00; (c) Pradeep Petren
$1,000.00; (d) Dinay Wahi, $500.00.

At the tune the contributions were received, the campaign committee had no knoveg that
Sio and Gadhia reimbursed the personal contributions of the contibutor am m there
any apparent reasons to quesion the legality of thom conDton Bt n o w
evidence produced by the guilty plea and the newspape article, we hmv doscovered thet tbes
contributions should not haw been septed and deposted

In order to remove the tainted contributions 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 Eveset

P.O. Box 65056. Baltimore. MD 212090056. a D

410433-1900; FAX: 410-433-4307
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

WASHINGTON. D.C.

A',Sl"T ANT %E ( RETARY

June 3, 1996

C-

m

(1, b

m

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,

Gerald Murphy
Fiscal Assistant Secretary

Enclosure

e < f>- -( I -A
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Chey HilL NJ OOOJ

(669) 424 5757

May 10. 1996

The Hownble Robn E. RIubin
Seavtuy o(t1e Tmmvy
1500 Pm o' Avue, N W.
Wae D.C. 202

RE: Admwo lbr Conpus Cmo e
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
W SHINGTON, D C 20461

July 10, 1996

The Honorable Robert E. Andrews
Rob Andrews for Congress
26 Spnngdale Road, Building #27
Cherry 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 if additional
information is required.

Sincerely,

Lois G.
Associate Gieneral Counsel

Cekbrv w wCamwn 's 2M AmMwry

VI fEDAZ TOGY AiD O0MaNW UFULCE
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JUL I LFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

July 10. 1996

Tir. Thp (rmri;clnr

FROM: Lois G. Lerner
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.

AComentk
Cover letter, opinion of counsel and check from Rob Andrews for Congress

FEC:

j43 1, '
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

August 26, 1996

Mr. Roben Bametu, Treasurer
Committee to Flect Gary L. Ackcrman, Inc.
P 0 Box 95
Fresh Meadows, NY 11365

Dear Mr Barnett.

This letter is to acknowledge the Federal Election Commission's receipt of a
S3,000 check from the Committee 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 is required.

Sincerely,

Wos G. I"=e
Ass - iat Guwa Cand
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION i : '

999 E street, N.W. "T..
Washington, D.C. 20436 6 2 39 P

FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

REM JR I, IASENSITIVE
DATE ACTIVATED:

STAFF MEMBERS:

June 13, 1996

Dominique Dillenseger
Jeffrey Marks

SOURCE: INTERNALLY GENERATED

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

Lalit Gadhia

Vinay Wahi
Satish Chandra Balil
Uday Gadhia
Ashok Kumta
George Paniker
Rosemary Osborne
Dr. S. V. Ranamurthy
Sachde Guta
37 other individe 'Is

RELEVANT STATUTES/REGULATIONS: 2 U.S.C. §
2 U.S.C. §
2 U.S.C. §,

22 U.S.C. §
11 C.F.R. §
II C.F.R. §
11 C.F.R. §
11 C.F.R. §
11 C.F.R. §

• . ...

437g(aX5)(b)
441e
441f
611(b)
103.3(b)
103.3(bXl)
103.3(bX2)
I 10.4(aX3)
110.4(bX3)



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

FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: Department of Justice

I. 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

Baltimore S who informed him that improper contributions may have been made to the

IALIF. That same day. Chandra called the Federal Election Commission ("the

Commission"), notifying the Commission, s=a spnt, 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 sp submission

(Pre-MUR 316) to the Commission regarding the possible violations pledging to "take

whatever steps necessary to resolve the Federal Election Commission's concem in a

satisfactory manner" (italics in original). In addition, on May 25, 1995 Chmmm

requested an Advisory Opinion from the Commission. The Commission issued an

Advisory Opinion on July 28, 1995.
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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 Embmy

Official, supplied Lalit Gadhia with approximately $60,000 in cash to be Po abaind sc

congress;onal 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 IAUF or

directly to federal candidate committees.

4.



This Office also recommends pursuing the few individuals who most facilitated Gadhia

in carrying out this scheme. These individuals also were not criminally prosecuted. For

the IALIF and Subodh Chandra. the remaining solicitors, and the bulk of the conduits.

most of whom have admitted their actions, this Office recommends that the Commission

not pursue beyond 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 funds, instructing them to disgorge

the funds to the United States Treasury.

Ill. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Statement of the Law

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. II C.F.R. § 1 10.4(a)(3). The term "foreign national" includes,

inter aia, an individual who is not a citizen of the United States and who is not lawfilly

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, jrate " a foreign

government.



U.S.C. § 441 f 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. § I I0.4(b)(l)(iii). 2 U.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. II C.F.R. § 103.3(bX 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 ille3olity was discovered. 11 C.F.R. § 103.3(bX2). If the politial

committee does not have sufficient funds, it must refund the contribution using the next

funds it receives. ld.

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

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

violating the law. Federal Election Cm isin v. John A. Dramesi for Conareas
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Commintee. 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. Id. 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 Office 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 attorney3, began a scheme in

which federal contributions of approximately $60,000 dollars were made ing duits.

2 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 t7timony
is true.

3 According to news reports, Gadhia had been active in Maryland politics for yes
at both the state and federal level. Most recently he was the state-wide treUmw JW Ur

leadeni~ for Govenmor campaign. DOJ Packet, Statement of Facts, p. 3. At the time
the FBI investigation began, Gadhia was reportedly working as an assistant serewy for
the international division at the state Department of Economic and Employment
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The evidence indicates that the money used was supplied by Singh or the Indian Embassy

itself. DJ 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 either to the IALIF or. in some instances, directly to a

federal candidate committee. LL at 7 = generallgy Attachment 1.

The IALIF is a political action committee (-PAC-) which was formed for the

purpose of contributing to federal candidates of Indian descent. Statement of Facts, p. 4.

The IALIF did not plan on participating in the November 1994 elections because of lack

of funds. Ld. at 3-4. 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 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. I. 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 to tde

contributions were illegal. It also appears that neither the IALIF nor the individual

recipient committees were aware that the contributions were illegal. Since learning of

this scheme, seven of the 19 recipient committees have disgorged funds totaling $22,300

to the U.S. Treasury. Id. at 4.



8

1. ALIF

In their = spu.te submission, the IAIF and its treasurer. Subodh Chandra,

stated that they were unaware of the scheme surrounding these contributions until they

were contacted by the lalhimore Sun reporter. As soon as it became apparent that the

contributions collected by Gadhia might be illegal, it appears that they contacted the

Commission. sua sinte. Four weeks later, the IALIF 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 trying to obtain employer information, etc. to file

proper reports with the Commission. Statement of Facts. p. 5.

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. AG 1995-19, p. 3, 2 Fed. Election Camp. Fin. Guide [CCH] I

6156 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. IL 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." Id. at 12,100.

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

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



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. it suggests that the

individual was authorized to act on behalf of the committee. S " I ('.F.R. § 102.8(b);

I 10.6(b)(2)(E); and 109.1(b)(5). 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. See 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 of Facts. p. 4. Further, Gadhia raised all funds

and directed all contributions by IALIF during the 1994 election cycle. It seems cler

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 t m

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 iMe

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 Ofic

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 Office suggests infr 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. §§ 441e and 441f. However, due to

the particular circumstances, this Office recommends that the Commission take no fwlm

action, send admonishnt letters, and close the file as to thest

2. Ititadi

The Statement of Facts served as the bas

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.O4 S cf

There is a $10,500 discrepancy between Gadhia's own records and the amwm
liMM i 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 Express 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 Office 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. § 441 e by soliciting, accepting and/or receiving contributions from a foreign

national.

reimbursed contributions as compared to the plea agreement total of $46,400. The
discrelamncy is explained as follows. The 302 reports reflect that two of the contnbutiom
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.
Atoney'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, Meefi
p. 18) The U.S. Attorney's Office has informed this Office that Gupta maintains that he
wast rembursed 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.

-
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4. Sori-7 idhMmk

The current case has a large number of potential respondents This Offi= h

endeavored to determine which individuals played a more active role or whose actiom

J; Ii
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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 Wahi and Satish Chandra Bahi

According to the FBI 302 reports. Vinay Wahi and Satish ('handra Bahl, two part-

owners of Akbar Restaurant in Baltimore. 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 they solicited were employees 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. 14. 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. An 3,

p. 5; Ail"Ient 1, p. 37; = AttchmrIt 1, p. 54 .

Based on the above, this Office recommends that the Commission find reasou to

believe that Vinay Wahi and Satish Chandra Bahl each knowingly and willfully violated

2 U.S.C. § 44l f by knowingly permitting their names to be used to effect contibutio,

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

6 q4
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b. Udaty Gadhoi

Uday Gadhia ("day") is Lalit Giadhia's nephew.

Umesh Naik, Venkatachalem Ramakreshnan, Tejpal Rehncy,

Zubair Siddiqi. and Sivasubramanian Baskar all reported to the FBI that they were

solicited bv Uday Gadhia to make reimbursed contributions to the IALIF. Attachment I,

pp. 12-14. 17-21. In addition to his solicitation of conduits. Uday is also listed in

Gadhia's records as having made a $500 reimbursed contribution to the IALIF. 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.

C. Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy

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

Ramamurthy indicating that he admitted making conduit contributions. Cadhia's recogds
ON

list four reimbursed contributions totaling $4,000 by Ramamurhy. Although Uhw 302

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

and Jay Mangaivedha, reported to the FBI that they were solicited by Rammuhy fix

reimbursed contributions. Attachment 1, pp. 14-15, 4 1. Based on the evidence s

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 Rosemar)' Osborn.

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 c 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 beyond 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 th

he had received any cash. Id s

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.
Kuuw stood that he went out and solicited two legitimate contributions for $500. . e
tma gave the checks to Gadhia as if they had been reimbursed and retumed $500 cua to
Gadhia. IdL Kumta then pocketed the $500 which he was supposed to have given to the
two contributors. Ud. Kurta's conversion of the $500 does not constitute a FECA
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Similarly, Gadhia asked his secretary, Rosemary Osborne to write two checks

from her account for herself and her husband to the IALIF. ld. 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 S1,000 in her husband's name to the IALIF.

id. Osborne stated that she did not inform her husband of these contributions.

Finally, George Paniker admitted his involvement in his 302 report and received a

leter of immunity. Id. at 44. Paniker admitted that he was reimbursed for a $ 1,000

check he wrote as a conduit ld. 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. I. at 10-1 1.

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 = to

these three respondets.

5. CondntA

Gadhia's records and the IALIF Federal Election Commission reLout refect 46

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

other solicitor.6 All of the conduits discussed herein are listed in Gadhia's reo cd

6 This number includes Lalit Gadhia and the 7 solicitors but not the 2
whe 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; = j.upa, note 4. This 0f lice 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 to the contributions 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. § 441 f by knowingly

permitting his name to be used for reimbursed contributions.

The Commission has, in the past, found reason to believe, but not always fuuhi

pursued all con'uits. In such instances, the conduits were not actively involved in ti

scheme and contributed out of a sense of obligation because, for example, they were

employees of the main actor. 5= MUR 4177 (Hourani) (reason to believe findinWs t

7 In a separate category are individuals who were listed in Gadhia's records but %
were not conduits at all. As is stated in the 302 of Ashok Kumta, Ramesh G- it -- i PWa
Raghaa Seshadhri were not reimbursed. Attachment 1, p. 24. In a diffent case,
Richard Osborne's name was used, but his wife wrote a check in his name and foqed his
signate without his knowledge. U at 8. Therefore, this Office reconmmds thatdmCmmiiaon not include these individuals in this matter.
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no further action against employee conduits who felt pressured to contribute and who

each made one contribution for $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 S1.000

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, Vikrazn

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

amakrishnan Tejpal Rehncy, Ashok Sahni, Indra Seunarine, Rahendra Shana, Zubir

Sidd it b Singh Hrdeep Sinh, Kathleen Stone, M. Suendra, Anm Tuvsk

mnd Sudhir Triveda each violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f by knowingly allowing their names to

be used to effect contributions in the name of another but take no further action and cloe

the file as to these respondents. This Office further recommends that the Commission

isum Wet=e of admonishment to these respondents.
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6. Recipient Committees

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. 8 Ld Disclosure documents reveal that each of the 12 remaining committees is

active and has sufficient funds to disgorge the illegal contributions. Some of the

committees 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. Sr& 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 Recipiat C at

AUKh -d 5.

8 The Commission has already been informed by the Office of the General CounM.

of these disgorgements through several nonsensitive memoranda dated June 5, June 13,
July 10 and August 26, 1996.



IV. 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

to than with the other respondents. Because the issue of

the

involvement of Gadhia with IALIF from the s=a spgn (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. RECOMMENLDATIONS

A. PRE-MUR 316

1. Open aMU

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

3. Fid reason to believe that Vinay Wahi knowingly and willfully violabd
2 U.S.C.§ 441f

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

5. Find remason to believe that Uday Gadhia knowingly and willfully violtd
2 U.S.C. 441E

6. Find reason to believe that Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy knowingly and wilffily
viofted 2 U.S.C.§ 441f.



7. Find reason to believe that Sachinder Gupta knowingly and willfully
violated 2 1 I.S.C. § 4411f.

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

9. Find reason to believe that Preeti Bahl. Sivasubramanian Baskar. Arun
Bedi. Tanzania Mary Cooper. Ashok Dhawan, Anita Gadhia. Anu (adhia. Parvani
Gadhia. Sonne Gowda. Vikram (owda. Ilemanta Kole. Sanj ay Kumar. Ashok Kumta,
Jovti Kumta. Janet Mangalvedha. Jay Mangal%'edha. Nlirdula Mehta, Kishor Mehta, Ann
T. Mileham. Umesh Naik. Shvam Prakash. Tara Patak. Pradeep Perera, Nirmala
Ramamurthv. T.P. Reddv. Venkatachalam Ramakrishnan. Tcjpal Relncy. Ashok Sahni,
Indra Seunarine. Rahendra Sharma. Zubair Siddiqi. Harbhajan Singh, Hardeep Singh,
Kathleen Stone. M. Surendra. Aruna Triveda. and Sudhir Triveda violated 2 U.S.C. §
441 f 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. §§ 44le and 44lfbut take no
further action and close the file as to these respondents.

-H1. Approve a subpoena for a Deposition for Lalit Gadhia.

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

13. Approve the Factual and Legal Analyses and appropriate letters at
r' Attachments 7 and 8 and approve the appropriate letters.

B.

Date// C
General Counsel
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Attachments
1. FBI Interview Reports (302s)
2. Judgment and Commitment Order
3. Overview Charts

5. Sample Letter to Recipient Committee

7. Factual and Legal Analysis--Lalit Gadhia
8. Factual and Legal Analyses (10) (Indian-American Investment Fund, solicitors, and

conduits)
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U.S. Depart4 of Juxt-;frW'KJ &

United States A torney
District of Maryland
Northern DiWsion

Ly'nvA. Barnagba
Unmted States Antorney

Joseph L Evans
Assistant 'nrted Statei Artornoy

604 UmWd SiW Couirth
1O) We LO"b."Strew
Ba o ,,. MID 21201.269)

410-962-4822

4J0-962-24SSEa 395
FAX 410-962-3)24

August 14, 1996

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

T1% AIN nAA41
TV a1.L J %J

Re: United States v.Lalit H. Gadhia
Crim. No. S-96-0170

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Enclosed for your consideration is the judgment and commitment

order issued in the above-referenced case.

If you would like additional information, please do not

hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

Lynne A. Battaglia
United States Attorney

JoeOh e
Asiss United States Attorney

enc.

cc: Craig Donsanto, Esquire
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anittb btate ai (tt Court
UNITED S irict oMaryland

STATES OF AMERICA JUDGMENT IN A CRIMINAL CAS ';. . "~Y~C ".c,~ •~ ' --. = m oni N, :
LALIT H. GADHA Case Number: 1:96CR00170-001

DANIEL F. GOLDSTEIN. ESQ. (Ret.)
TH E D EFENDA N T: D, deri, , .,. . .

pleaded guilty to count(s) One (I) of the information.
pleaded nolo contendere to count(s)

- which was accepted by the court,
was found guilty on count(s)
after a plea of not guilty.

Title & Section Nature of Offense

is u.S.C. § 1001 Fahe Statement to a Government Agency

Date Offense Count

C1On2119d Nuberfs)

12/12/1"4 1

~ , m

-,,y ci ;.2 -k g- . o , " c _. 
I

The defendant is sentenced as provided in pages 2 through 4 of this judgment r ..... r"u-n,
to the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984.

__ The defendant has been found not guilty on count(s)
__ Count(s) (is)(are) dismissed on the rn6 'Of t ned

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED ta tw defendant sl noy he Un ied Staes Aft ey for this d -tbW 30 days ofany change of name, residence. or mang adem uno al Wm, resIhlon. cosa, and speia a"Wed by this, judgment are fuly paid.
Denfts $a. See, Ot.:_ _ _ __ _ _

lDefnlft we No

Delwrts R*@Kwm Awdgm.

3700 N. Charlks Stfyt, Apt 310

Bakimer MD 21218

3790 N. Charles Stre! Apt. 3 1

Sdl~g., MD 21218

U.S. Diutvkt Judge
man * oe Oe



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

* , of 6

Jumr.Pag. _j_ 0I

IMPRISONMENT. 
.

The defendant is hereby committed to the custody of the United States Bureau of Prisons to be "mnprso.nd fora total term of ,.... - . : " . . ,

* The court makes the following recommendations to the Bureau of Prisons:
That the defendant he housed at a camp or other minimum security institutuion close to Baltimore, such as Cumberland or
Allenvood; the Courl has no objection to a residential CTC.

The defendant is remanded to the custody of the United States Marshal.

The defendant shall surrender to the United States Marshal for this district:

at ... ... . amlpm , 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 p.m. on

as notified by the United States Marshal.

as notified by the Probation or Pretrial Services Office.

RETURN
I hvew eaxculd ts judgmen as follows:

Defendant delivered on

, with a certfie copy of tis judgmnt.

UIWMO STATS MARSML

By

quirW"M LOW W-Jk fts



DEFENDANT: LA LIT H. GADHIA

CASE NUMBER. 1:96CR00170-001

SUPERVISED RELEASE
Upon release from impnsonment, the defendant shall be on supervised release for a term of 2 _ ye.)

on the condition that he be on home detention. With electreetro at.ic ,'.

The defendant shall report to the probation office in the distnct to which the defendant is released wthin 72 hours of

release from the custody of the Bureau of Prisons.

The defendant shall not commit another federal, state, or local crime.

The defendant shall not illegally possess a controlled substance.

For offenses committed on or after September f 3. 1994.

The defendant shall refrain from any unlawful use of a controlled substance. The defendant shal submit to onedrug test within 15 days of release from imprisonment and at least two periodic drug tests thereafter, as directed by
the probaton officer

- - ' The above drug testing conddion is suspended based on the court's determination that the defendant poses
a low nsk of future substance abuse (Check, if applicable.)

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

If this judgment imposes a fine or a restitution obligation, it sha be a condition of supervse 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 she of this judgment

The defendant shall comply with the standard condibons that have been adopted by ft coWl (st o below). The
defendant shall also comply with the additional conditions on the attached page (if i e below).

STANDARD CONDITIONS OF SUPERVISION
1) the defendant shall not leave the judicial distct witxut the persW of Vt cowl or pritgheft Og
2) the defendant shalg report to the Probation ofer and shal submt a kt hfi and comp AN ggoi op oIro

be days of each month;3) the delendant A am r ufuly al inquiries by the F rohn .A and follo te W t e Wn

4) tf dendwt sa support his or her dependents and meet ote famly re spot W,--5) the de*fen sh work regularly at a lawful occupation unless excused by th probaon oficw r rhoolig, iaining, or
other acceptable reasons;

6) the defendt shall nolify the probation officer ten days prior to any chango in residec or gmpll yml
7) the defnent s refrain from excesswe use of alcohol;
8) the doedn sa not frequent placm where controNed Iubstaces are legay sold, usw d, or *o9) the deftndant shall not associate w#h any persons engaged in criinal acivly, and sh " sno t ay er

convicted of a felony unless granted permission to do so by the Proban offer;10) fe dendatsh pe pm obeonoffr to v hi Nt h atwnmo at home or@ @ s em e
r n scedon of any contraband observd in plain view of the probaton oficr11) the defendantshalt notf the probation ofc within seventytwo how of being arreted or quteemo ii mw
enkoomentm oftcr

12) the dehdanl W not enter into any agreement to act s an inorme or a opede spoofa b l urw III MIN gowtoq tVo permission of the court .
13) "ef bytheprobation offcerthe defendats...no.p.

- -I~a eeL.-cr rprsnlhsyorcea ,
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DEFENDANT: LALIT KL GADHIA

CASE NUMBER: 1:96CR001OO1 01

.-- ," " CRIMINAL MONETARY PENALTIES"
The defendant shall pay the following total criminal monetary penalties in accordance with the schedule of payments set

forth on Sheet 5, Part B.

Totals: *.' .00 S S

If applicable, restitution amount ordered pursuant to plea agreement .........

'Which has been paid in full on 5/21/96, Receipt No. 1322.

FINE" The above fine includes costs of incarceration and/or supervision in the amount of $

The defendant shall pay interest on any fine of more than $2,500. unless the fine is paid in full before the fifteenth day
after the date of judgment, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3612(f). All of the payment options on Sheet 5. Part B may be subject to
penalties for default and delinquency pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3612(g).

The court determined that the defendant does not have the ability to pay interest and I is ordered that:

The interest requirement is waived.

The interest requirement is modified as follows:

RESTITUTION
I The detemnaton ofrestion isdeferred ina cms brought under Qtapte ~ 1OA=113Af T~e 18 foroffenss comrfted on or atr 09M/Y1r 14. unAnwO be enteed alter such doloale- g'~ qcal wi U Plllon.N

The defendant shall make rsltulon to the following payees in the amouts Ied below.
I te defendant makes a pedal ipment each peyee shal recive an Vcmey 0proutonel iyment wmdM

pecied ot e in the prortyorder or percentage payment colm below. Pu T O rder.

Iowa
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DEFENDANT:

CASE NUMBER

(5)

A

B

LALIT 11. GADHIA

1:96CROO170-001

SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
Payments shall be applied in the following order (1) assessment, (2) restrtution, (3) fine principal# (4) cost of prosecution.
interest. (6) penalties.

Payment of the total fine and other criminal monetary penalties shall be due as follows

in full immediately or

immediately, balance due (in accordance with C, D, or E), or

C - not later than , or

D in installments to commence day(s) after the date of this judgment In the event the entire amount of
criminal monetary penalties imposed is not paid prior to the commencement of supervision, the U.S. probation
officer shall pursue collection of the amount due. and shall request the court to establish a payment schedule if
appropriate; or

E in
over a penod of

(e g equal. weekly monthy quadrfey)
year(s) to commence

installments of $ .
day(s) after the date of this judgment.

The Nabonal Fine Center wil credit the defendant for al payments prevmusty made toward any criminal monetary penaRbs imposed

'- Special instructons regarding the payment of criminal monetary penalties

-,

The defendant shall pay the cost of prosecution.

The defendant shall forfeit the defendant's interest in the foltowing property to the United Stats:

Unless the court has expressly ordered otherwise in the special instructions above. i th upe ks. of
s aywwM of aiina onetary peaieWes hlal be due during the period of h ipdsmp N m et

pealty pome are to be made to the United States Courts Naional Fine Centr 0.drv6ioa 0Om

~ %~P~ Fbe C~arle et pefin b d~i Oral nmoemV

JuoWI.Pap -4 of _3 -

f I ~'*~

w
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CONDUIT CONTRIBUTIONS

CONDUIT NAME AMOUNT RECIPIENT SOLICrroR

COMMITTEE

Bahl. Preeti $500 IALIF Bahl

Bahl. Satish Chandra $1,000 IALIF Wahi

Baskar. Sivasubramanian $1,000 IALIF (ihadia, Uday

Bedi. Arun $500 IALIF Ihahl

Cooper, Tanzania Mar,' $1,000 IALIF Paniker

Dhawan. Ashok $1.000 IALIF Bahl

Gadhia. Anita $1.000 IALIF (iadhia, Lalit

Gadhia. Anu $1,000 Citizens for Sarbanes Gadhia, Lalit

Gadhia. Lalit $500 Cardin for Congress Gadhia, Lalit

Gadhia. Lalit S500 Citizens for Sarbanes

Gadhia. Lalit $1,000 IALIF Gadhia, Lalit

Gadhia. Lalit $1.o0 Mathews for Congress Gadhia, Lalit

Gadhia, Lalit $500 Wofford for Senate Gadhia, Lalit

Gadhia. Parvani $500 IALIF Gadhia, Lalit

Gadhia. Uday $500 IALIF Gadhia, Lalit

Ganachari, Ramesh $300 IALIF Kumta
(Legitimate)

Gowda, Sonne $1,000 IALIF Ramamurhy

Gowda, Vikran $1.000 IALIF Ramamurthy

Gupta, Sachinder $1,000 Ackerman for
Congress

Gupta, Sachinder $1,000 Cardin for Congress

Gupta, Sachnder $1,000 Engel for Congress

Gupta, Sachinder $1,000 Hoyer for Congress

Gupta, Sachinder $1,000 Mathews for Congress

Gupta, Sachnder $1,000 McDermott for
________________Congress

Gupta, Sachinder $1,000 Mfcme for Congress

Gupta, Sachinder $1,000 Muiea for Congress

Gupta, Sachinder $1,000 Robert Andrews for
Congress

Gupta, Sachinder $1,000 Wofford for Senate

3



Kole, Hemanta $900 IALIF

Kurnar, Sanjay $1,000 IALIF Waht

Kumta, Ashok $1,000 IALIF (adhia, Lalit

Kumta, Jyoti $1,000 IALIF Kumta

Mangalvdehe, Jay $1,000 IALIF Ramamurthy

Mehta. Arvind $500 IALIF

Mehta. Kisher $1,000 Robb for Senate

Mehta. Mrudula $1.000 Robb for Senate

Mileham, Anne $1.000 IALIF

Naik. Umesh $1,000 IALIF (iadhiaUday

Osborne. Richard S1,000 IALIF (Gadhia, Lalit

Osborne, Rosemarn $1.000 IALIF Gadhia, Lalit

Paniker, George $1.000 IALIF Gadhia, Lalit

Parkash. Shyarn $1.000 IALIF Wahi

Pathak, Tara $1.000 Wofford for Senate Wahl

Perera. Pradeep $1.000 Cardin for Congress

Perera. Pradeep $1,000 Hoyer for Congress

Perera, Pradeep $1.000 Mfume for Congress

Ramakrishnan, $1,000 IALIF GadhiaUday
Venkatachalem

Ramarnurthy, 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

Raxnamurthy, S.V. $1,000 Wofford for Senate

Reddy, T.P. S500 IALIF Bahl

Rehncy, Tejpal $1,000 IALIF GadhiaUday

Sahni, Ashok $1,000 IALIF Wahi

Seshadhri, Raghavan $200 IALIF Kumnta
(Legitimate)

Seunaine, Inda $1,000 IALIF

Sharma, Rajendra K. $1,000 IALIF

Siddiqi, Zubair $500 IALIF Gadhia, Uday

Singh, Harbhajan $500 IALIF Bahl

3



Singh, Hardeep $500 IAL.IF lald

Stone, Kathleen $1,000 IAI.IF

Surendra, M. S1,000 Hoyer for Congress

Triveda, Aruna $1,000 IALIF

Triveda, Sudhir $1,000 IALIF

Wahi. Vinay S500 Cardin for Congress (Gadhia, alit

Wahi, Vinay $1.000 Citizens for Sarbanes (i6adhia, [alit

Wahi, Vinay $1.000 IALIF (Gadhia, alit

Wahi, Vinay $1.000 Murtha for Congress Gadhia, Lalit

Wahi, Vinav $1.000 Robb for Senate (jadhia, Lalit

TOTAL S61.900.00

3
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POLITICAL COMMITTEE RECEIPTS

AND DIS;OR(;EENI;NTs

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

COMMITTEES WHICH HAVE DISGORGED

RECIPIENT COMMITTEE AMOUNT DATE OF
DISGORGEMUNT

Berman for Congress S2.800 517 /96

Robert Andre, s for Congress 53.000 51716

tlamilton for Congress S3.000 5"22'%

1lo% er for Congress S3.000 5'29'9%

Cardin tor Congress S3.000 6'14.96

Ackerman for Congress S3.000 7896

Citizens for Sarbanes S4.500 8 5'96

TOTAL S22.300.00

COMMITTEES WHICH HAVE NOT DISGORGED

RECIPIENT COMMITTEE AMOUNT

Committee to Reelect Thomas S. Fole, $3,000

Engel for Congress $3,000

Friends of Cong. Fingerhut $1,000

Friends of Sherrod Brown $3,000

Mathews for Congress $3,000

McDermott for Congress $3,00

Mfume for Congress $3,000

Murtha for Congress $4,000

Robb for Senate $3,000

Swvet for Congress $3,000

Victory '94--Mass. St. Dem. Part) $5,000

Wofford for Senate $3,30

TOTAL I.. S&W



SOLICITORS:

AMOUNTS SOLICITED/CONDUIT CONTRIBUTIONS

VINAY WAHl

CONDUIT NAME AMOUNT COMMITTEE

Wahi. Vinay $500 Cardin for Congress

Wahi, Vinay S1.000 Citizens for Sarbanes

Wahi. Vinay Sl.000 IAI.IF

Wahl. Vinay S1,000 Murtha for Congress

Wahi. Vinay S1.000 Robb for Senate

Bahl. Satish** S1.000 IALIF

Kumar. Sanjay S1.000 IALIF

Parkash. Shyam $1,000 IAI.IF

Pathak. Tara S1.00) Wofford for Senate

Sahni. Ashok S1.000 IALIF

TOTAL S9.500.OO

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

SATISH BAHL

CONDUIT NAME AMOUNT COMMIFIE

Bahi, Preeti $500 IALIF

Bedi, Aiin $500 IALIF

Dhawui, Ashok SI,000 IALIF

Reddy, T.P. $500 IALIF

Singh, Harbhajan $500 IALIF

Singh, Hardeep $500 IALIF

Bahl, Satish $1,000 IALIF

TOTAL $4,500.00

'AIT o



UDAY GADHIA

CONDUIT NAME AMOUNT COMMITTEE

Naik, Umesh $1,000 IALIF

Ramakrishnan, $1,000 IALIF
Venkatachalem

Rehncy, Tejpal $1.000 IALIF

Siddiqi, Zubair $500 IALIF

Baskar. $1,000 IALIF
Sivasubramanian

Gadhia. Uday $500 IALIF

TOTAL. S5.000.00

DR S. V. RAMAMURTHY

CONDUIT NAME AMOUNT COMMITTEE

Gowda, Sonne $1,000 IALIF

Gowda. Vikram $1,000 IALIF

Mangalvdehe, Jay $1,000 IALIF

Ramanurthy, S.V. $1,000 IALIF

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

Ramamurnhy, S.V. $1,000 Robert Andrews for Congress

Rarnamurthy, 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,
Pro-MUR 316)

Vinay Wahi;
Satish Chandra Bahl;
Uday Gadhia;
Ashok Kumta;
George Paniker; )
Rosemary Osborne; )
Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy;
Sachinder Gupta; )
37 other individuals. )

CERTIFICATI

I, Marjorie W. Emons, 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 Pro-MUM 316

Pro-MU! 316 m U'~ A~
1. Open a MRU.

2. Find reason to believe that Lalit
Gadhia knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. 15 4410 and 441f.

3. Find reason to believe that Vinay
wahM k ln ly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. I 441f.

4. Find reasm to believe that satish
Bahl knowily and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. I 441f.



Federal Zlection Conmission Page 2
Certification for Pro-MUR 316

November 12, 1996

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

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

7. Find reason to believe that Sachinder
Gupta knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.C. 5 441f.

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

9. Find reason to believe that Preoti
Bahl, Sivasubramanian Baskar, Arun
Bedi, Tanzania Mary Cooper, Ashok
Dhawan, Anita Gadhia, Anu Gadhia,
Parvani Gadhia, Sonne Gowda, Vikxa
Gowda, Hemanta Kole, Sanjay Kumar,
Ashok Kumta, Joyti Kusta, Janet
Mangalvedha, Jay Mangalvedha, irdbL'a
Mehta, Kishor Kehta, Ann T. ilbaa,
Umesh Naik, Shyam Prakash, Tara Patak,
Pradeep Perera, Nirmala Ramainthy,
T.P. Reddy, Venkatachala- RmkrL.eMM,
Tejpal Rehacy, Ashok Sahni, India
Seunarine, Rahendra Sharma, Zubair
Siddiqi, Harbhajan Singh, Zardeep
Singh, Kathleen Stone, K. Surendra,
Aruna Triveda, and Sudhir Triveda
violated 2 U.S.C. I 441f but take no
further action and close the file as to
these respondents.

(continued)



Federal Election Conission Page 3
Certification for Pro-KR 316

November 12, 1996

10. Find reason to believe that the
Indian-American Leadership Investment
Fund and Subodh Chandra, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. 15 4410 and 441f but
take no further action and close the
file as to these respondents.

11. Approve a subpoena for a Deposition for
Lalit Gadhia, as recommended in the
General Counsel's Report dated
November 5, 1996.

12. Approve sample letter to recipient
committees and approve the appropriate
letters, as recommended in the General
Counsel's Report dated November 5,
1996.

13. Approve the Factual and Legal Analyses
and appropriate letters and approve the
appropriate letters, as rocimed a
the General Counsel's Report dated
November 5, 1996.

(continued)
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November 12, 1996

Comisujoners ikens, Zlliott, McDonald, McGarry, and

Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

J/-P
Date Marorie W.

Secretary of theCa

Received in the Secretariat: Wod.,
Circulated to the Comissios: Wed.,
Deadline for vote: Tues.,

Nov. 06, 1996
Nov. 066 1996
Nov. 12, 1996

2139 p.m.
4:00 p.m.
4:00 p.m.

bjr

~~W'



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 reasn to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Cam ign Act of
197 1, 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 a 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. 1 441 f 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 so ocar in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter hm bm do wit
respectto all otherreod si ved. You me advisdbthat l--.
provisios of 2 U.S.C. I 437IaXt2XA) emain in effsd wilh WrqW to 4 l

Uill i lved in Ws mter.

if you have any queio pea contact Domiique Dl g, t A temy
assigned to this mater, at (202) 219-3690.

Sinceely,

Enlomue
Fastami ad Lq*m Analysis



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Kathleen C. Stone MUR: 4S82

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(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f prohibits: (I) 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;

I1 C.F.R. § 1 10.4(bXlXiii).

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 LALIF report covering October 1.1994 tkoug b ovbs1 W didom

that Kathleen C. Stone made a $1 000 contribution which was sad v aa kw 31,

1994. Kathleen C. Stone is listed in Mr. Gadhia's records as having been ,ilamd afor

a $1,000 contribution to the KALIF. Therefore, dre is rems to b.m do Ki dma

C. Stone violated 2 U.S.C. 1 44If by knowingly permitin br ineoli ibea t d

a conwbution 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 Wahl,

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 S1,000 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 repms of the

IALIF reflect these contributions. Mr. Bahl's admissions wre confirmed by stemeuts

of a number of individuals whom he solicited.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Satish Bahd knowingly md wii

vioated 2 USC. 441f by knowingly permittig hine lo be sed ioW

contibutions, and by knowingly assisting others in making contributions in the ne of

another.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumsances 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. I 441f to
knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the noe of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does nm ocm in &h
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has ber dlnd with
respect to all othe r involved. You we advised tha the o ui--
provision of 2 U.S.C. I 437g(aXl 2XA) remain in effect wit ret W dm peImi* as
sll inoved in dis 1a w.

If you hawe any e please contact Dominique Dill eg., waomy
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sinceres,

Facu ud an 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. S= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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. § 441 f;

II C.F.R. § i 10.4(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 contributioms would be

reimbursed. Satish Bahl aided Mr. Gadhia's scheme by soliciting individmls to mire

reimbw contributions using money given to him by Mr. Gadhia.

The IALIF repot covering dithe pi 10/1/94 through 1 I/94 &w w do

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 firm vquemd

that she write a check to the IALIF for $500. She also stated that she wth d do mad

received fiom her father five $100 bills as reimbusement Ms. Bahl sad *a ldo dd

not discuss with Satish Bahl the reason for the contribution.



Preeti Bahl made a $500 contribution at the request of Satish Bahl for which she

was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reasmon to believe that Preeti Bal violased 2 U.S.C.

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

of another.

kl S



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25. 1996

Sivasubramanian Baskar
3528 Lowlawn 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. § 44 !f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circu 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 nae of
another person. You should take steps to emure that this activity does not occw in the
fulture.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matt has been cosed with
respect to all oder re-oA-;nd s involved You we advised that ti i-
provisions of 2 U.S.C. f 437g(aXI2XA) remin in effect with e t All um d
still involved in is maw.

If you have my questio pleae contact Dominique Dillga, 1 au
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerl,

Factual and eal Amolyris



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Sivasubramanian Baskar 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= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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;

I I C.F.R. § I 10.4(bXlI Xiii).

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 itivich so make

reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Lalit adia.

The IALIF r t covering the period 10//94 tough 1 Aw4 m do

Sivasubramanian Baskar made a $1,000 contribution which was received m October 31,

1994. Mr. Baskar stated that Uday Gadhia requested that he write a dek so tir IAIF

for $1,000. He also stated that he wrote the check and received from Uday oA:'

$1,000 in cash as reimbUemomL Mr. Baskar said that he made oe omalia iado

to suppot the Indian community.



Sivasubramanian Bakar 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. § 441 f 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

Arun Bedi
10 Cinnamon Circle, Apt. #ID
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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaig Act of
197 1, 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 -an of
another person. You should take steps to esure that this activity does not ocor irn t
figwur.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has bees domed with
respect to all other repondes involved. You me advised that the couu---d--

- povision of 2 U.S.C. I 437g(aX12XA) rmamin in effect with rImep eel d
tl involved in this m~.

If you have my qusios please o D inique Dillme, W
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincery,

Factual md LglAnalymis

A4~I '~



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= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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. § 441 f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(bX IXiii).

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 Akbwr 1 m k ided

Mr. Gadhia's scheme by soliciting restaurant empoyees to m ak m ooud

co tnbuiom using money provided by Mr. GadhiA.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through I 1/V94 discloss ht Ann

Bedi made a $500 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994. Mr. Bd is =

Akbo employee. Mr. Gadhia provided Mr. Wahi with cash in $100 bilk to ukmi

iadividka writing paesoal checks to IALW. Mr. Wahi gave the mommy to Mr. NU

who med the cash to reimburse Mr. Bedi for his contribution to IALIF. AnmS ei s



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. § 441 f by knowingly permitting his name to be

used to effect a contribution in the name of another.

N



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. §§ 44le and 441f, provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considaing the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no futher 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 infornm

The Commission reminds you and the LALP that it is a violation of 2 U.S.C.
,7r§ 44 1e to accept contributions from foreign nationals and a violation of 2 USC. 9 441f

to knowingly accept contributions made in the name of another person. You shul d take
steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the futre.

>, The file will be made pul wihin 30 days aftr is maw bI bmdm Wft
respect to all other w olved. You m adviedlth o did*
provisions of 2 U.S.C. I 437(aXi2)(A) rm in efft with nepo I as
still involved in this matter.

If you have any questions, please contact Domiq Dil -.dw. tim
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

sin-.

Lee AMo EWoat

Faciulmd LdgalAn*



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. S= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 44 1 e 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. I I C.F.R. § I I 0.4(a)(3). The term "foreign national" includes,

inc " 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.

2 U.S.C. § 44 1 e. 22 U.S.C. § 611 (b) defines "foreign principal" as, mai " a foreign

government.

2 U.S.C. § 44lfpohibits: (1)makingacontributininthen ot A

(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect uEb a %AwlItmgi n -Fd

(3) knowingly accepting such a contribution. In addition, no pern may kRowingly help

or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of totitr. 2 U.S.C. j 441 f;

I1 C.F.R. § 1 10.4(bXIXiii).

The treasurer of a political committee is responible for xM ll

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



§ 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. I I C.F.R. § 103.3(bX I). 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. II 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. LL

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 elections because of lack of

funds. Lalit Gadhia discussed with Subodh Chandra, treasurer of the IALIF ad long

time friend, the possibility of the IALIF contributing to India-friendly Uanids W

a candidate of hlian descent. The IALIF agreed to work with Mr. GOAlw, git t

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 23, 1995, Subodh Chandra, Treasurer of the KALIF, was cowed by a

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



been made to the IALIF. That same day, Mr. Chandra then notified the Commission 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 committee had long since

disbursed these funds to candidate committees. At the Commission's suggestion, Mr.

Chandra then made a =spa nte submission to the Commission regarding the possible

violations pledging to "'take 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. Cuide [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. Howev, becms

the D mePutt of Justice (CDOJ") had begun an invesdttion into the fbob umid by

Mr. Gadhia, the DOJ requested that the IALIF not contact any contributors. The

Advisry Opinion stated that the IALIF was not required to contact any c offibiam but

in such an event, the IALIF was required to disgorge the "questionable coa"tbaicne

kLM a 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. Its 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 I I C.F.R. § 102.8(b);

I 10.6(bX2)(E); and 109.1(bX5). In such a situation, under settled principle o my

law, the comaittee is charged with the kmowedge of its agts and may be Mi.1k h

having knowingly accepted prohibited contributions. Here, Mr. Chandra, with the

consent of other IALIF members, not only authorized Mr. Gadhia to raise mney on

behalf of the IALIF but also allowed Mr. Cadhia to determine to which caupuagn Oh.

funds he raised would go. Furte, Mr. Gadhia raised all funds and ditecgid all

contributions by the IALIF during the 1994 election cycle. It seems clear that this w

done to advance the IALIF's interests in supporting pro-India conpesionu



0 0

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

Fund and Subodh Chandr, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 44e and 441f.

V .A



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
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 ae reva to the
Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the Geenal

) Counsel's Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where i
statements should be submitted under oath. In the absence of additional m the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation has oms d p"oeed"
with conciliation.

If you am inkuesud in pwu .%,ppbb ems elthatpuum, cn
request in writing. Sm II C.F.R. I 11. 13(d). Upon reeipt of hequ ofmof
the General Counsel will make recommedtion to the Commis e u sO a
agreement in settlement of the matter or re delihin ldudWIN pmba
conciliation be pursued. The Offie of de Gewal C dau my m cal
pre-probable cause conciliation M be cntveed into atth tm so d nkmWo m is
investigation of the matter. Fuither, 6thC missio will we P 01M "u h
prprobable cause cociUiation afer twie on pbable cam hme bm n to

Requests for exteiom of time will net be mutinely pand Rao -m be
made in writing at ICON five das prorto th Au daft e u(d mwp



Uday Gadhia
Page 2

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 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(aX I2XA), unless you notify the Commission in writing that you vish 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,

nn Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Anal) sis
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 responsibilities. S= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (I) 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. 5441 f;

II C.F.R. § ll0.4(bXlXiii).

The Act addresses violations of law that are knowing and willfd. So 2 U.S.C.

§ 437g(aX5)(B). The knowing and willful standard requires knowledge that one is

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

Comnmitte, 640 F. Supp. 985 (D. N.J. 1986). A knowing and willful violatios ny be

established "by proof that the defendant acted deliboa~ty and with I---, - d od

reeentation was false. y-niiuLSt Hmopkin 916 F.2d 207,214 (St Or. 19W).

An inference of a knowing and willfd violation may be drawn "from the dcfmd

elaborate scheme for disguising" their actiom Id. at 214-15.

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individad

con'bute moey to the Indian-American Leadeh Invemat Find ( 'ALr) v

directy to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the co ributiom wod 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 reimbwsed

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. § 441 f by knovkingly 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 believe you knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 44 If, 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

C) information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe ae reevant to the
Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit such nmterials to the Genera
Counsel's Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where appr mpI'1
statements should be submitted under oath. In the absence of additionale on the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurred wn proceed
with conciliation.

NIf you are wierested in pring preprob" c--i-ia-o-,-yonlm s.d .
a gp istiwidg So I11 C.FiJ 111.18(4) Upanrm of lh6a ~

an mt an Pse t of the Mwr or re.--mne-ding-declint do
conciliation be pursuted Te Office of the Gener Comuel may dumm e I

lpreas caus con=iliation not be atered Wio at Ws tim s du it nwe- m is
i Viga nioa of the matr. Fudthe, to C win not Pal@ N m hr

Ob Cause conciliaion after briefs an ba w lm bme a d a

equmst for eension of tm win so be rouothey .sw be
mae in writing at least five days pnri to the &m date of the respom MW "Mei pad
can must be demonstrated. In addition the Office of the Genaral ComsdudN
wil amt swe auim beyond 20 days



Dr. SN. Ramamurth)
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 %ill remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(aX4)(B)
and 437(aXI 2XA), unless you notify the Conunission 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.

J- e nn Elliott
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. S= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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;

II C.F.R. § l10.4(bXlXiii).

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

§ 437g(aX5)(B). The knowing and willful standard requires knowledge that one is

violating the law. Federal Election Commission v. John A. Dranmsi for CWSM

C mmilte, 640 F. Supp. 985 (D. NJ. 1986). A knowing and willful violation my be

esablishe "by proof that the defendant acted deh'berately ad with boiuht

riere ion wsm false." UnitWSa , miv. 916 F.2d 207,214(AOhr. I9MC).

An inference of a knowing and willful violation may be drawn "from the dPe ndmW

elaborate srhene for disguising" their actions I& at 214-1S.

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solkited several i ih a

contnfmle rmoy to the Indian-Ameim Leade A% Fumd (MAIAU or

direcly to a federal candidate committee. He pronised that the conltyAr o i 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 commitees.

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 in 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.



0 •

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25. IMW

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. I 441 f, a provisimo 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 revm to the

Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the Gaeral
Counsel's Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where
statements should be submitted under oath. In the absence of l i the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation ha occuTd amd poced

) with conciliation.

If you are a a PUs prepobable cm coailia s
requt in writing. So II C. 111. 18(d). Upon eeipto(ds (qmIM6t &$o
the Omml Cotmad wil mb, ...... m to he --- ~
a penew o nemi A ad* hm1 C-- -m e d q w dm d lf

cnciliation be pruod. 7Ue Office obw Oeral Comund my wectmi *g
p-prob cause coniliatia nt be entered into at this time so tha it my =%*t its
invetiption of the matt. Fwdl, d CmmiWulo will act em uem am

pr-poab me o i atiafer br 26 on pobabe ame I ne ben rn tot a

uest's fo m om wil robe nto&* ly MV" =In b
ma ian wrtif at " five fds pool dto h 60e d ca 0q HM U oudbgm"
causmustbe deorat.n addition, d the Officeofdwth e esrlCcmiid u&1
Will " solve exeuiu b-2 on 20 days



Sachinder Gupta
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 U.S.C. §§ 437g(aX4)(B)
and 437(aXl2XA), 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,

e nn Elliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures

;3 Designation of Counsel Form

4 -



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. S= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 44 1f prohibits: (I) 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. So 2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX5XB). The knowing and willful

standard requires knowledge that one is violating the law. Federal Elction Commistion

V. John A. Dramesi for Congress Committee, 640 F. Supp. 985 (D. N.J. 1936).

A knowing and willful violation may be established "by proof that the defemdu acted

deliberately and with knowledge that the representation was false." Unid M.

Hokins, 916 F.2d 207, 214 (5th Cir. 1990). An inference of a knowing mdwilld

violation may be drawn "from the defendants' elaborate scIe for d

aCti s. Il at 214-15.

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individmsto

contribute money to the Indian-Amercan L-eaderhip Ivestet Fund (lILMAL w

dircctlytoafederalcandidatecomnittee. Hepmised thatthe -c -0 s---

imbirLd Mr. Gadhia kept detailed reords which e each listed a& A"

along with the name of the individual who was reimred. The disainm y k



Committee to Elect Gary L. Ackerman, Inc. ($1,000 on 11/9/94), Ben Cardin for

Congress ($1,000 on 1/7/94), Engel for Congress ($1,000 on 11/11/94), Hoyer for

Congress (S1,000 on 10/29/94), Mathews for Congress (S1,000 on I 1/10/94), McDermott

for Congress ($1,000 on I 1/1/94), Mfume for Congress ($1,000 on iI/7/94), Murtha for

Congress ($1,000 on 11/23/94), Andrews for Congress Committee ($1,000 on 11/4/94),

and Citizens for Senator Wofford ($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. I 441f

by knoingly permitting his name to be used to make contributions in the name of

another.



S FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20463
November 25. J996

CERI F1ED MAIL
REIU RECE1PT REQUESTED

Lalit 1. 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 ad give sworn
testimony on December 12, 1996, which %ill assist the Commission in carying out its
statutory duty of supervising compliance with the Act.

)

You may submit any factual or lea materials that you belhav m is to tie
Commission's coniderio of this mater. Plee me such modds a do Oand
Counsel's Office within 15 days ofywr no* of " io. Wbnm
statements b dbe ammtdune a t oladi lda th
Commission may find pwobsbe came to belive dt a violtio hom e m iad pmd
with conciliation.

If you are interested in pursuing prej-p0tsb1 came -e thlUm a mmyou ko m
request in writing. Soe II C.F.R. I I I1. 1d). Upon mceilpcod mq do sOffio f
the General Counsel will make - to lbs COI ad.Iodon ... -S

agreement in sett!2en of the mtter or ------- g d p -e
conciliation be pturedL 1"m Offc o1*. Osme Coumel, .. m s "
pre-probable cause concifiation not be emered into at ds time so d it kmWoi its
investigation of the matter. Furthe, the C ms will not au in wpw for

'3,



Lalit Gadhia MW
Page 2

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 authorizing such counsel to receive 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.

Pursuant to I I C.F.R. § I 1. 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 matler %ill remain confidential in accordance with 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(aX4)B)

and 437(aXI2XA), 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

AnElliott

Enclosures
Subpoena
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form



BEFORE TIlE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 4582
)

SUBPOENA

TO: Lalit H. Gadhia, Esq.
3700 North Charles Street, Apt. 3 10
Baltimore, MD 21218

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437d(aX3), 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.

W11EREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission has hereunto

set her hand in Washington, D.C., on this 07404
4 ay of ?4'-". , 1996.

For the Commisio,

Elliott

Chairman

ATTEST:

the Commission



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Lalit 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 responsibilities. S= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

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. I I C.F.R. § ! 10.4(aX3). The term "foreign national" include&s

Saia 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.

2 U.S.C. § 441e. 22 U.S.C. § 611(b) defines "foreign principal" as, i= a a foreiga

government.

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

kmowingly pmiing one's name to be used to effect such a c o-_ d md 0

kmowingly acepft such a contnbution. In additio, no per my k-Wg

assist any person in making a contribution in the name of anodw. 2 U.&C. j4414

II C.F.R. § I ,0.4(bXlXiii). 2 U.S.C. § 43)(11) defines "person o indub

and groups of persons.

.1 fis



2 0

The Act addresses violations of law that are knowing and willful. So 2 U.s.C.

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

violating the law. Federal Election Commission v. John A. Dramiesi for Conpeu

Committle, 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. lopkins, 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 to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("IALIF") or

directly to a federal candidate committee. fie 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 u frm

Devndra Singh then Mniste for Peao and Cmm a d

Embassy. The link between the Indian Embassy and this reimtm t sd s b

reflected in seized documents from Mr. Gadhia's office listifg A u~

contributions together with the Airborne Express receipt addreed to 1k. USh at d

Embay. Mr. Gedhia's documents reflec a total of$60,300 oflearmedu~s L

This document lists each contributor's name and addres, the anout of Ow -sbi m,
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and the committee which received the contribution. Gadhia also included a photocopy of

each 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 EmbaMy to

contribute funds. So 1 916 F.2d at 214-15. Accordingly, thec is ein to

believe ta Lalit g ahia kmowingly and willfully violated, 2 U.S.C. if 441 f ad441
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November *5. 1996

Vinay Wahi
823 North Charles Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Wahi:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found that them 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 attachW for your
information.

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are rekvant to the

Commission's consideration of this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsers Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where apr priae
statements should be submitted under oath. In the absence of additionl inomalon, the
Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occuraed ri proceed
with conciliation.

If you we interested in pursing preprkb-bk- cI m c n claism,% ye W
reue in wWitin s I I C L i .1(). Up=on w" otdihs
the Generat Comu wil .i r m_--o- m --:----- Colshshs

areem ta tan o r Po d decin *A p e-
conciiation be puued. Te Office of th General Co in may p m l d
peprobb cam caue ociliatio t be ented into A time so th t 0"60 IN
investia of the mate. Furt , the Commissio will n p ault I la" ft
apobb ame conliatio aer bfrefs on proable came hv bm m" * &

s foe -d--of time wiM be o "tly* i
mde in wdt at l fve days prir to t due da of the r cpom m i a elft Vd
cause must be demosatd nadditio, the Office of the General C uml a e
wW not e eitensie n 20 &..
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Vinay Wahi
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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(aX4)(B)
and 437(aXI2XA), 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,

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. ScC U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (I) making a contribution in the name ofanother;

(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;

I I C.F.R. § 10.4(bXlXiii).

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

§§ 437g(aXS)(B). The knowing and willful standard requires knowledge that one is

violating the law. ederal Election Commission y. John A. Dra"esf COnM

Cnmi=i1g, 640 F. Supp. 985 (D. N.J. 1986). A knowing and willfid violation may be

established "by proof that the defendant acted deliberately and with k wht-h

rersenaltlon wa fase Uni&WL -t qvj. 916 F.2d 207, 214 (ACr. IWO)

An inference of a knowing and willful violation may be drawn "from the defendui

elorate scheme for disguising" their action& Id. at 214-15.

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several ividna te

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership mnves ni Fwud ('AID aer

directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the coutnlaimm W _ be
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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. Wahi 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 1i/7/94), Citizens

for Sarbanes ($1,000 on 10/28/94), the IALIF ($1,000 on 10/31/94), Robb for the Senate

($1,000 on 111//94) and Murtha for Congress ($1,000 on 11/23/94) 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 Bald, a fellow part-owmer of Akbsr Restauran

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 employees of Akbar. The

disclosure repots of the IALIF and Citizens for Senator Wofford reflect

coMntrlbut on and Mr. Wahi admits to sdkiting these fuim. Mr. Wda's h

were confirmed by statements of a number of individuals who he or Mr. Bahi sodiciw

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Vinay Wahi knowingly and wil~y

violated 2 U.S.C. j 441 f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to eff ct

Cntrit and by knowingly assixting oen in making ca-tributio in 0w -s a

another.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996
Mrudula K. Mehta
5 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. § 44 !f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstancs 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 now of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does t occu in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matt ho bern dared wih
respec to all other re n involvd. You uW advise ht the .. ... .."
prvisiom of 2 U.S.C. I 437g(aXI2XA) remin in ei ct with respea to A
sin involved in Ws a-w.

If you have my question, pleae contact Dominique Dilleaew, t smy

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

FAm ,y
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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. S= U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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. § 441 f;

II C.F.R. § l10.4(bX)(Xiii).
)

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 No v on 1 4

discloses that Mrudula Meta made a $1,000 contribution on Ocb 30, 1994. t*d--a

Mehta is listed in Mr. Gadhia's records as having been reimbursed for a $100

contribution to Robb for Senate and has admitted to making a reimbu ut

Therefore, ther is reason to believe that Mndula Mchta violated 2 US.C 1441f by

knowingly permitting her name to be used to effect a contribuion in h a of =&e.



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 eason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 44 1 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended (*the Act*). However, after considering the circumsuiuxes 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. I 441f to
knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in de rne of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity doms Mt or in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter hs ben dosed with
respect to all othe re sapnde involved. You we advised tug she-<-' I -- ft
provisiom of 2 US.C. J 437S(aXl2XA) remain in effect with reqiu w4U mpu
still involved in dis atow.

If you have my questio, please contac lominq Di-e I . mumy

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

Sincerely

Enclosue
Factual and LeAO Anais&
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Anne T. Mileham MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federa

Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal course of carrying out its

supervisory responsibilities. S= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

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

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

(3) knovingly 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;

I I C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(IXiii).

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 contributim would be

reimbursed.

The KALIF raprt covedn the period 10/11/94 thou I g1 /W -

T. Mileham made a $1,000 contribution which was reived on Octobw 31, 19W

Ms. Mileham is listed in Mr. Gadhia's records as having been reimbuzied fw a $1,00

contribution to the JALIF, and Ms. Mileham has admited to maklid a Pinmooud

cntr'butio. Therefore, thde is reason to believe tht Ame T. Mil&= viubdm

2 U.S.C. §441f by knowingly pmitting her me to be used to t FNU 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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

197 1, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circu 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. § 441 f to

knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the me of
another person. You should take step to emm tha this activity does no o©w in th

The file wili be made publ within 30 days aftr this mater ho bel dnd wlth

respect to all other req-mA ei in ,led You we advised that the @6m lm
pvismoms of 2 U.S.C. I 437g(aXI2XA) rmain effet with Muqmt t d

il invW in tldie u e.

Ifyou have ny quatiow, plee contat Dominique Dille d'o s ony
a to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincee ,

uad d L~d Aindy*
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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(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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;

I I C.F.R. § I I0.4(bX)(Xiii).

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 contribution would be

reimbursed. Uday Gadhia aided Lalit Gadhia's scheme by soliciting individmnls to amde

imbnued contbutioms using money given to him by Lal (ahi

The ALIF reM covering the period 10/I/94 hrough I IXi4 dlmsbm *a in or

around October 1994, Usha Naik made a $1,000 contribution which w received an

October 31, 1994. Mr. Naik M"dthat Uday Gadhia requested that be a hek to

the IALIF for $500 or $1,000. Uday Gadhia advised that he woupid a $1O ia

cob to Mr. Nak in retn for the chec Mr. Naik fid= staed Oat be wae S hec k
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and received from Uday Gadhia S1,000 in cash as reimbursement. Mr. Naik said that he

made the contribution in order to support Indian culture in general.

Usha Naik made a S 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

§ 441 f 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, 2996

Shyarn 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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, 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. § 441 f 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 occu in the
future.

r

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has bee closed wivh
respect to all other resp involved You are advised that the o- d l
provisions of 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(aX12XA) remain in effect with respecto al
still involved in this marti.

If you have ay quaiow plume cotac Id miniqu Dilmi., h am y
assigned to this marer, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Encmi
Factual1 mmd Leald Analysis



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Shyam Parkash 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. B= U.S.C. § 437g(a(2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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. § 10.4(bX 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. Vinay K. Wahi aided Mr. Gadhia's scheme by soliciting indiviub to make

reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Mr. Gadhia.

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through I VI/94 di m

Shyan Parkash made a S1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994.

Mr. Gadhia provided Mr. Wahi with cash in $100 bills to reimburse n

persona checks to IALIF. Mr. Wahi used the cash to reimbure Mr. P-ka jkb

contribution to IALIF. Shyam Pardash is listed in Gadhia's records having been

reimbursed for a $I,000 contribution to IALF and has admitted to making & u ..
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contribution. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Shyam Parkash violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 441 f 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

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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, 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 stepu to ensure that this activity does wot ocur in the
future.

The file will be made pIblk within 30 days after this matter has bern dloed with
respect to all othr respnden involved You me advised dut the cmfidmky

N provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437gaXI2XA) remai in efft wilh np stt dW
still nvohvd in this maM.

If you have any questions please ontct Dominique Dillensr, the n y
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sinceely,

F muv LApE Analyis



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Tara C. Pathak 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. § 441 f 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. 9 441 f;

I I C.F.R. § 110.4(bX)(Xiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("IAF") or

directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contribtions wouid be

reimbursed. Vinay Wahi aided Mr. Gadhia's scheme by soliciting individuals to

reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Mr. 3edhia.

h Citizens for Senator Wofford repmt covering the period 10/94

11/8/94 discloses that Tara C. Pathak made a $ 1,000 contribution which va rceived a

November 4,1994. Mr. Wahi was a part-owner of Akbar t whe h"lh.lt

wa employed as a chef. Mr. Pathak stated that in October of 1994, br. Wdj #"hi

to write a check for $1 ,000 for which he would be reim d Mr. P tmdo d

that in exchange for S 1,000 cash, he signed a check for Mr. Wahi. Scom ......
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out all other information 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 Wahl 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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, 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. 1441 f to
knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the naue of
another person and to knowingly assist others in making such contributido You douM
take steps to ensure that this activity does not occur in the future

The file will be made public within 30 days after this m1er has bem losed wisk
respect to all other ainvolved. You ae advised that .,,e- - - - - - -

p, ixwisio of 2 U..C. I 4378(aXI2XA) rmmainn effi h t wi mqp d ftm d
ll nolved in Uhs N .

If you hawe my questions please contact lDi D i eso, dis mun
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincely



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. § 441 f prohibits: (1) making a contribution in the name ofanother,

(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. § 11 0.4(bXI Xiii).

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 contribution uld be

reimbursed. Ashok Kumta has known Mr. Cmdhia since 1981. Mr. Kuea omm

employed Mr. (3adhia as an attorney for the purpose of obtainbg a - -- _'

for an employee. In or aroand late SePebAer of 1994 MrW. s a" )*l. K fti

and his wife would each write a check for $I,000 to the IALIF for which wA d be

reimbursed. Mr. Kumta stated that within a few days he wet to MW. G 'a s kwo

and received $2,000 in S 100 bills. Mr. Kumta wrote a check for $1 jW o JAW,

FUrther, he solicited his wife, Jyoti Kumta to wrt a check for S1,O0O IAs SW dd

not inform her that the contnition was reim
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The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 1 I/8/94 discloses that

Ashok Kumta and Jyoti Kumta each made S1,000 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. § 441 f

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

Rosemary C. Osborne
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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumsanc 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. I 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 closd with
respect to all odr respond-iMs involved. You we advised that th e-.-ia:'"
provisions of 2 U.S.C # 4371(aXI2XA) renmin in effect with reapedt o al
still involved in di ai .

If you bave ay -uio, ph contat Dorninique DiPo -sns-IIr, Em m
ssigned to this matteo, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

+.:+.++ Factu..l mi+, L +++I Amlyis,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Rosemary Osborne MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Fedea

Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal course of carrying out its

supervisory responsibilities. S= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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. § i 10.4(bXl)(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 knoa

Mr. Cadhia since 1984 when Ms. Osborne was working as a new accounts cmsiw at

Fairfax Savings AsMociaio. Mr. Gadhia apy a maed ML. Orne io b4* mn"a

bankin problem involving his law firm. In 1989, Mr. Oadhia hie Pd W Omum a

secretary. Ms. Osborne stated that Mr. Gadhia continuously raised funds for Duen-ic

candidaes and contn'butions were delivered to the office on a regin basiL. M, Om

simd Mr. Gadhia with fmrsind but strict in a leria cqmcly.

In or around Oober of 1994, Mr. Oadhia asked Ms. Odiame if lo w wuho

two checks (one for her husband and one for herself for $1,000 a& to h LAIZ...



Mr. Gadhia said that he would reimburse the contributions. Ms. Osborne 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 either

contribution. Mr. Gadhia then gave Ms. Osborne $2,000 in cash which she deposited

into her joint checking account.

The JALIF 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. Osborne 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 Osborne violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 441 f 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.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

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 violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

197 1, 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. § 441 f 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 contribuom, 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 bee= clsed with

respect to all other reopan-ents involved. You we advised that the cs, aiy
provisios of 2 U.S.C. # 4371(aXI2XA) remain in effec! with respect t do aiM
still avolved a bs w or.

If you have ,my qui please cont Domiique Difeuie, t assnm
assigned to this mater, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Factual wad LglAnalsis
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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. S=c U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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. § 441 f;

II C.F.R. § ll0.4(bXlXiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("[ALIF") 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. Gadla w a

reuar customer. Also, Mr. Paniker woun e Mr. 0"& at doamh u

Village Pub. Paniker stated that in October of 1994, either at PJ.'s Pub oira Qw luf

Village Pub, Mr. Gadhia asked Mr. Paniker if be would write a check for $I009 hr

which he would be reimbursed. Mr. (nadhia provided S 1,000 in cAh amd to se &1,

Mr. Paniker gave Mr. Gadhia a check with only the upawmc line and &M k a b

tha Mr. Gag" could fill in the rest.
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The IALIF report covering the period 10//94 through 1 I//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 materia to the Genemral
Counsel's Office within 15 days of your receipt of this letter. Where
statements should be submitted under oath. In the absence of additional information the

Commission may find probable cause to believe that a violation has occurmed and procee
with conciliation.

If you m ue .iurmain -pode came inil smy do so
inqes awd*tag 2m I11 C.F.RL #1it1. 18(4) UPM ove* o thausquai4thmat

the enal Comns will make to-=- m.o-Sdorp-to
arement in setalemet of the mater or r ecomending declini tit dmpm1 eoms
conciliation be pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may reco d
pre-probable caume cosciliation wt be eatered into at dhis time s d t a am g t i

investiption of the mner. Fte, the Coms will not eoptWa w m h
preprobab cause coadliation after briefs on probabe hause aw be m i tolg

RequestsN for utusul-om of tim will nt be rowisely p s f Mot be
made in writing at least five days prior to the due date of the reqpo m .i qisVeifl VW
cause must be dem nrated. n additiMon, the Office of dte General Cemol ordmi*
w i ge Mai mgby 20



0 0
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
nwnber 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(aXI2XA), 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,

-; e AnnElliott
Chairman

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures
Designation of Counsel Form
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Satish Bald 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= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f prohibits: (I) 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. § 441 f;

II C.F.R. § I 10.4(bXlXiii).

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

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

violating the law. Federal Election Comisin v, John A -Dmcsi for CS

Cimi , 640 F. Supp. 985 (D. NJ. 1986). A knowing and wilfti violation =my be

established 'by proof that the defendant acted deai ml wit I a "ft

reresentanon was false.' Unied ta s y. H.klim 916 F.2d 207,214 (S6 Cir. 199).

An inference of a knowing and willful violation may be drawn 'from th dskmbia

elaborate sceme for disguising their actions. I. at 214-15.

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Oalia solicied swvd hea 4ia t

contnbute money to the Indian-American IL hp Invemene d ('IAIJF') r

directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that te -ou--- ... ..



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25. 19ffl

Aruna Trivedi
5 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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

197 1, as amended ("the Act*). However, after considering the circumstances of this
I) 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 nome of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occw in the

,,T future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has ben dosed with
respet to all other r o a involvd. You r advised da the --. i
provisi of 2 U.S.C. I 437?(aXI2XA) rmin in effet wit mop e al 

ill iolvd in ths w .

If you hav my qi , please o m iu DI s 'Im --
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-690.

Sincerel,

Ea4A=

Fctinlmi ~lAny



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. S= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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;

I I C.F.R. § I l O.4(bX Xiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("WIA o8'

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

reimbursed.

The IALIF report covering October 1,1994 tlwoug NovembWr to 18. d

that Anma Trivedi made a $1.000 contnbtion which was received oan 0CeWW 31.19W.

Aruna Trivedi is listed in Mr. Gadhia's records as having been reimburmd for a $MM

contnuon to the IALIF. Therefore, there is remaon to beleve due Ano WTb

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly perminti he nmie to be med tohwa

contbution in the name of anohe.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Sudhir Trivedi
5 Fox Brier Lae
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. § 441 f, 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. 44 If to

knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the ane of

another person. You should take steps to ensme that this activity does not om in the

future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been dloed with

respect to ail otr rep e involved. You we advised that the
,provisios of 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(aXI2XA) rman is effet with alqie d s
amill n m irs DMw.

if you l my n s, plea t a Do 1mi ique Dilem , msy
igned to this matte, (202) 219-3690.

sin-ey

FmdW an IAPI Anemas__



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Sudhir Trivedi MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Feder

Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal course of carrying out its

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

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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. I 441 f;

II C.F.R. § 1I0.4(bXlXiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individms to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (IALI) or

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

reimburse&

The IALIF report coaing Otber I, 1994 ftough -vI .19dbdmS

tht Sudhir Trivedi mnde a S1000 ontamnbuio which was received OR 0Cw 31,1994.

Sudhir Trivedi is listed in Mr. Gadhia's records as having bew nreibmd k a S.=

contribution to the IALIF. Thefor themr is reson to believe that Sflk TWvi

violated 2 U.S.C. 1441f by knowily peritling his now to be m d h a

cai'biio in the - of adr.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

November 25., 1996

M. Surendra
7481 Hickory Log Circle
Columbia, MD 21045

RE: MUR 4582

Dea Mr. Surendra:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstance 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. 1 441f to

knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the n-e of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not ow€u in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has be= clwd with
respect to all otherm -pmdents involved. Youme advised t1dt --- "due",
provision of 2 U.S.C. j 437g(aX12XA) P sium in ee wit eAI m dsea
stil involved in adis 0-0

If you hm quesos plas comal) DomineDi Peu- e a
assigned to this matte, at (202) 219-3690.

Sinm .

FactommLd~d~



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: M. Surendra MUR: 4S82

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(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (i) 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;

II C.F.R. § 1 I0.4(bXIXiii).

In the 1993-94 election 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 contributions would be reimbursed.

The Hoyer for Congress report covering October 1, 1994 through Novembf 1,

1994 discloses h M. Surendra made a $1,000 contributio n "Novemba I,1994.

M. Surmdk is slaed in Mr. Gadsia' recrdsu s having bee rerbuwi Lv a $IO00

contrbution to Hoyer for Congress. Therefore, there is reason to believe tha

M. Swka violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his nine to be ed to

effe PCa conution in de nme of anoder.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

November 25. 199

1lardecp Singh
21 Cinnamon Circle, Apartment I B
Randallstown, MD 21133

RE: MUR 4s2

Dear Mr. Singh:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found rmm to believe

that you violated 2 U.S.C. j 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

197 1. as amended ('the Act"). However, after considering the cijcumstamC IOf this

matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and ckned 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. 1 441 f to

knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in th me of

another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does no ocr in dew

future.

The file will be made public within 30 days afe this mateoinbas cdui wift

respect to all other--esMndeats involved. You we advised tl 1 mIm....

provisions of 2 US.C. J 437gaXI2XA) remain is dwi t . odu suBmp

still involved in this mst.

If you have any questions, plase contact Dominique Diflemegqr, Ems

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

.... ..e .. Y

LA M IGUr

palni4oAa h1



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Hardeep Singh MUR: 4582

This mauter was generated based on information aswculained by the Fedend

Election Commission Cthe Commission") in the normal course of carrying out its

supervisory responsibilities. S= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

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

(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. 1441f;

I1 C.F.R. § 110.4(bXlXiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investnent Fund (CIALIF) or

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

reimbursed. Satish Bahl aided Mr. Gadhia's scheme by soliciting indivig -mb

reimbursed contribmuons using money given to him by Mr. &

The JALF report covering the period 1011194 frmgb I113SM dub=e ft

Hardeep Singh made a $500 contribution which was received on Odob 31, 1"4.

Mr. Bahi was a part-owner of Akbar Restaurat where Mr. Is ino nd

assistant nmnager. Mr. Singh stated that in Wste Octobaer 1994, M BDdal .pdft

Mr. Singh write a $500 personal check in retun for cash. Mr. Shagh did s amd

,.
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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 Bahd for which

he was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Hardeep Sing violated

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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

Pradeep 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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, 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 ne of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not occr in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matta has ben cIn with
respect to all other respodens involve& You are advised thw she c-m ---'-y
provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(aXI2XA) remain in effec with mqm is
siil involved in this mw.

If you have any qucais pleae ontact Dominique Dillensegr, m1 amwy
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Encsure
Factual and I ta' 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(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;

II C.F.R. § 10.4(bXlXiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("IALIF') at

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

reimbursed.

The Mfime for Congress report covering Octer 1, 1994 tho -- *.-

1994 discloses that Pradeep Perera made a SI,O00 n otibution which w medi a

November 7, 1994. Pradeep Perera is listed in Mr. Gadhia's records as having been

reimbursed for a SI,000 contribution to Mfume for Congres. Therefore t s i num

to believe that Pradeep Perera violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly. "iauIe

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

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 reasm 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. 9 441 f to

knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the name of

another person. You dwuld take steps to enswe that this activity does ot oem itee

future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter ha bom dosed with

respect to all o -- o involved. You ae advised that he - d-- ei/"I-

iovism of 2 USC i 437aXI2XA) r N in effect with reqied d
Oi involved in dds mw.

If you have my quefliomh, plMs rouiOft Doiir 1 fluamomy
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sin*y,

EmdMO

F a nd UAIgld Aimlysi



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 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. § 441 f;

II C.F.R. § I I0.4(b)(IXiii).

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 contribtions would be

reimbursed. Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy aided Mr. Gadhia's scheme by solicftinf dvi

to make reimbursed contributions using money given to him by Mr. OamL

The IALH rcior covering the period 10/1/94 through I I/194 divch ad JW

V. Mangalvedhe made a S 1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994.

Mr. Mangalvedhe stated that Dr. Ramamurthy requested that he write a check ID ti

IALIF forS 1,000. Dr. Ramamurthy advised that he would povide $1,000 it mm tl

Mr. Mangalvedhe in remum for the cheL Mr. Mngalvedhe fiather "Wtd be %M

the check and received from Dr. Ramamurthy SI ,000 in cash as treim]me ...
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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 organiiation.

Jay V. Mangalvedhe and Janet Mangalvedhe made a S1,000 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.

§ 441 f by knowingly permitting their names to be used to effect a contribution in the

name of another.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Ps 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. § 44 if, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, 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. § 441 f to
knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the me of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does n t m- in tir
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matte has bern cima with
respectto all odmh-er p ms involve& You an advied that the -  &a- -

povision of 2 U.S.C. 9 4371(aX12XA) remain in effect with rep to d u
silinvolved irn d. nuaw.

If you have my questios, pleae cont Dominiqu Dilletepr, Puy
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sinceely,

Factul ma Legl Ai.ya.



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 Fedal

Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal course of carrying out its

supervisory responsibilities. S= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 44 If 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. § 441 f;

11 C.F.R. § 10.4(bXIXiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuas to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (TMALIF" or

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

reimbursed. Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy aided Mr. Gadhia's schenme by molicitiag divide.

to make reimbursed contribution using mo.ey given to im by Mr. UsmL

The IALIF rept covering the period 10/1/94 t*Angh 1 1/94 dbcl mtJay

V. Mangalvedhe made a S 1,000 contribution which was received on October 31,194.

Mr. Mangalvedhe stated that Dr. Ramamurthy requested that he write a chmki to

JALIF for $1 .000. Dr. Raamurthy advised that he woud prvide $1,000 is&hto

Mr. Mangelvedhe in return for the check. Mr. MoglWvdhe fither rated 6t he wn

the check and received from Dr. Ramamurthy $ 1,000 in cash - e.mbsu--n



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.

§ 441 f by knowingly permitting their names to be used to effect a contribution in the

name of another.
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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 reawn to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f, 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 nun of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does n occmw u de
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this mat has be= claod with
respec to all oe r involved. You e advisd that the "c--2 -I
provision of 2 U S.C. I 437g(aXl2XA) remain in ef with rped*& - -ii
still involved in tis mam.

If you have my qusim, ples cotm Dominique illa e, k
assigned to this mantter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerly,

... 

alAmlysi
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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. § 441 f 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. § 44 if;

S11 C.F.R. § 110.4(bXIXiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (IAI.*F) or

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

reimbursed.

The Robb for Senate report covering Ocoer 1, 1994 tlwoubh ta.rR,

discloses that Kishor Mehta made a $1,000 contnbiou on October 30, 14. Kid

Mebta 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 reimlad

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Kisbhor Meha violated 2 U.S.C. 441f i

knowing permitting his name to be used to e a contribution in them W.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 196

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. § 44 If, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, 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 a if
another person You should take steps to ensure that this activity does m oecm in

7 filture.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matte has bern doed with
respect to all other rspdu involvd. You are advised that the -...
provision of 2 US.C. I 437gKaXl2XA) remain in effe t with re ed ce a
still iavolved in this min .

If yo hastion pa. contact Dominique Dilem uy

asigned to this matr, it (202) 219-3690.

FaW uMd Ll AnysiSs
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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. S=e U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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;

II C.F.R. § 110.4(b)(iX(iii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("IALIF") o

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

reimbursed. Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy aided Mr. Gadhia's scheme by soiciing

to make reimbursed contbuions using money iven to him by Mr. 0&

The IALF rep coveing the period 10/1/94 dwavo 114t dh lhm t

Vikram Gowda made a S 1,000 contribution which was received on Octobe 31, 1994.

Sonne C. Gowda, Vikram Gowda's father, was atesding a social fiu tm at 6* he of

Dr. Runmuzthy when Dr. Rmnmurthy advised do he hod money dud ho wfi

give away, but that ther was a conibutim limit frm my out SA-.

Dr. Runamrthy asked Sonme Gowda to provide him with chws in -uum r l



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, 1 994.

Vikram Gowda made a $1,000 contribution for which he was reimbursed.

Therefore, there is reason to believe that Vikram Gowda 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

Ilemanta 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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circu 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.

3

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

7 future.
-)

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has bern cloed wh
respect to all other reimomits invoed. You a advisd thst the --"I---
iprovises of 2 U.S.c. t 437gKaXI2XA) remain in effect with r po-t ft
still nvlved in this muaw.

If you have my q plesse cnt Dominique Dl ,ftler,
assigned to this mattr, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincer

An lo

Eoclomar
FaImd [A mlui



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. S& U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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;

I 1 C.F.R. § 1I0.4(bX)l)(iii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("[ALIF") or

directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributims weuld be

reimbursed.

The IALIF report covering October 1, 1994 thmo Novembw 8,1994 didon

that Hnmuta Kole made a $900 contribution which was received on OItW 31, 14

Hemanta Kole is listed in Mr. Gadhia's records as having been reimbured for a $900

contribution to the IALIF. Therefore, there is reason to believe that H Kob

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting her ne to be usedtoefa

-- Ation in the nam of another.

4



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25. 1996

Sanjay Kumar
801 W. Aaron Drive
State College, PA 16803

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Mr. Kumar:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found nwins to befieve
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the c mm of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file a 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. J 441f to
knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribiion made i the - of
another person. You shoul take steps to ensure tha this activity does I oo i toe

<" future.

The file will be made public within 30 days afte this matler ha bmdm wA
respect to all other on ts izovd. You we advised tm to -- .
rviso.M of 2 U.C. I 4371KaXl2XA) rein in ft wAk nslitoe IDAl

still involved in lk - .

if you have my q$sti p0) contaD i e
a-pgod to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

A-

F1M Mad LA~ Ainlyaiu



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Sanjay Kumar 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= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

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

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

(3) knoingly 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;

II C.F.R. § 110.4(bXl)Xiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("lAtI.) or

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

reimbursed. Vinay K. Wahi aided Mr. Gadhia's scheme by soliciti% iniv to

reimbued contributions using money given to him by Mr. Gadhi.

The IALUF r covering the period 10/1/94 through II/IX94 d.ikm t

Sanjay Kumar made a $1,000 contribution which was received on Octb 31, 1994. Mr.

Gadhia provided Mr. Wahi with cash in $100 bills to reimburse indivi of

pmoal checks to LALIF. Mr. Wahi used the cash to reimburse .r Or*

casoiMmion to IALIF. Sanjay Kumwr is lis ed in (adhia's records as mvtbbM

reimbmsed for a $1,000 contribution to IALF and ha admitted to idag _a L au



2

contribution. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Sanjay Kumar violated 2 U.S.C.

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

of another.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 2S, 1996

Jyoti Kumta
9 White Wood Court
Baltimore, MD 21236

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Kuxnta:

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. I 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 ensute that this activity does z ocW in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days aft this mattr hr bn clmd wdh
respect to all bo rs dus involved. You m advised Uod hde -- d- -
provisionsof 2 U.S.C. I 4371gaXl2XA) rm in fba with NIP9 0ms d sIm-
sil involvd is No 0r.

If you have any q ts c o ominiqu DiUeger, W thorey
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

4L=eAm EDImk~w

Chairma

Fbci f LealAily



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Jyoti Kumta MUR: 4582

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federa

Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal course of carrying out its

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

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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. § 441 f;

I I C.F.R. § I 10.4(b)(1)Xiii).

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 - to

reimbumd contributions using money given to him by Mr. Gadhia.

The LALIF repot covering the period 10/1/94 trough I 11W% dhchlm

Kumta made a SI ,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994. A*&

Kumta is the husband of Jyoti Kumta. Ms. Kumta stated that she was obe~d by

husband to sign a check for $1,000 made payable to IAIF. Mr. Gadhia ha *Ww

Mr. Kumta S1,000 in exchange for the contribution fiom Ms. Kumta La Kau was

the check for S 1,000, but claims that she was not aware that the check vuhg &p i .



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 S 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. § 441 f 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 Burnie, 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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaip Act of
197 1, 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 a 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. § 441 f to
knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the -i of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not ocur in tie

" fixtur.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter ha bem clmsd w
respect to all other respodes involved. You m advised thattwheNNWs -
provsin of 2 U.S.C.j 437gKaXl2XA) mnain in effect with tM40et td
still involved in thi nmaw.

If you have my questions, contact Dmniq Dilm , M
assigned to this mater, at (202) 219-690.

Sincerely,

Factua and Legal Anm~ob
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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. S= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

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

(2) knowkingly 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;

I I C.F.R. § ! 10.4(bX)(Xiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("IALIF")

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

reimbursed. Uday Gadhia aided Lalit Gadhia's scheme by soliciting iniiua it

reimbued contributions using money given to him by Lalit aiL

The IALIF report covering the pero 10/1/94 tlough I I//94 dbd mo

Venka chalam akrishnan made a $I,000 contribution which was received =

October 31, 1994. Mr. Rimakrishnan stated that he knew Uday Csdhk bi . fsy Wd

been neighbors in 1991. In the fill of 1995, Udy CGdhia came to e-s *uIM

.l ari n an and sid that he was assistn Lit Gadbia in r q h t m i F .t

poitcinsfavorable to India. Uday Gadhiarequestedthat hewrite a cb o bW*ol
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for S 1,O00 in exchange for $1,000 in cash. Mr. Ramakrishnan stated that he complied

with the request and wrote a S ,000 check to the IALIF for which he was reimbured.

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

Gadhia for which he was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to believe that

Venkatachalam Ramakrishnan violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f by knowingly permitting his

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaip Act of

197 1, 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 me of

another person. You should take steps to ensur that this activity does not ocw in the

future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has bees dwse with

respect to all other res-ondens involved. Youare advised that the n "_i... ,
provisions of 2 U.S.C. f 4371KaX12XA) r in effect with pec to

involved in this now.

If you have ay qcontoa, pte Dominique Dill enseg., esnmy
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Factual ad Ieal Antlyas
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Nirmala Ramamurthy MUR: 4.M2

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(a)(2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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. § 441 f;

II C.F.R. § !10.4(bXl)(iii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("IALIF" or

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

reimnbursed.

N, The IALIF report covering October I, 1994 trogt Novaubg 8,1994 dims.

that Nirmala Rmamurthy made a $1,000 contribution which was eceived am Osr

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 rean to bMm
that Nirmala Ramamurthy violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f by knowingly 1 i 1t -W

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



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
PH Washington, DC 20483

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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstanc 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. 1 441 f to
knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the now of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does no occ in dh
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter ha bern cloud with
respect to all other respdnts involved. You me advised that dw -- --...
princes of 2 U.S.C. 1 437g(aXI2XA) remain in effect with raqmct ml lini
still invoed in this r.

If you have amy quo pease cona Domi Dilense, do mom"
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Encoswm
Factua nd Lal 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 rcsponsibilities. Se= U.S.C. § 437g(a)2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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. § 441 f;

11 C.F.R. § 110.4(bXIXiii).

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 individualso MW

reim e ntribuns using money given to him by Mr. Oh

The JALIF repo t covering the period 10/I/94 trough I 1/3I/ didcloui t T. P.

Reddy made a $500 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994. &. BMd -s

a part-owner of Akbar Restaurant where Mr. Reddy was employed un aslft

Ima'er. Mr. Reddy stated that on October 22,1994, Mr. BDh pvh M SW mi

asked him to bring in a personal check in that amount the next day. Mr. R l bou



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 Bald for which he

was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to believe that T. P. Reddy violated 2 U.S.C.

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

of another.

TN
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

November 25. 1996

Tcjpal 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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstances of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no furh 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. 9 441f to
knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the now of

another petron You should take steps to ensure that this activity does m occar in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days afte this mau ha bm dmd with
respect to al odi onds inwov You w advise do a -e "- W
posos of 2 U.S.C. j 437g(aXl2XA) amamiin c withmqPiWtb d -1m
still involved in Uds ratW.

If you have my qei- pleme conta Dominique Dilleg, ea Pam-y

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

Sherely,

ud L. md As*y*l
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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. S= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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. § I 10.4(bXlXiii).

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 me

rimbud contributions using money given to him by Lalit oaisi

The IALIF repxt covering the period 10/1/94 through I I /V94 dW o s

Tejpal S. Rehncy made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994.

Mr. Rehncy stated tht on or around October 25, 1994, Uday Cadhia requd tht h

write a check for $1,000 for "people running for office" and told Mr. Rihas do a

contribution would be reimb Uday Gadhia said that it would help dolam -

American community to show their support in numbers. Mr. Rdncy stated that he wrtew



0

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. § 441 f by knowingly permitting his name to be used to effect a

contribution in the name of another.

IN



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstne 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 nme of

another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not new a the
~future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter w bow cld with
respect to all other M dem involved You advied tbat th-em'02-"A'-
poisions of 2 U.S.C 437u(&XI2XA) nm=m in efe c with uVW 1 Al
sfflinvolved in dib mw.

If you have my quest , lem conat Dominique Dillemou o, &, fwy
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

.. mo.

Faceud x eal A h
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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. S= U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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. § 441 f;

II C.F.R. § ! 10.4(b)(lXiii).

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 mk

rMeiMsd contnrbions using money given to him by Mr. (ad&

The JALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 throuh 118A94 discon do

Ashok Sahni made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994. r.

Wahi was a part-owner of Akbar Restaurant where Mr. Sahmi was employedas a

manager. Mr. Sahni sted tha in October 1994, Mr. Wahi skd him to t ado r

$1,000 to the IALIF for which he would be reimbured. Mr. SAW fwl wr d ie
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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 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

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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstance 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. 1 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 occurm in he
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has ben bd with
respect to all other rpondents involved. You ar advised tht t .. ;I...
provisions of 2 U.S.C. I 437g(aXI2XA) remain in effect with r e pect d
still involved this na teW.

If you haw my question pleae Contact Dominique Dilluuep, to mo
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sinceely,

[ei Am. EWM

Encom
Factua and LoiAnalysi
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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. S= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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;

II C.F.R. § 10.4(bXlXiii).

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 contribtions would be

reimbursed.

The IALIF repo covering October 1, 1994 through November 8, 1994M

that Ina Seuwirne made a SI,000 contibution which was received an Oaiu 31,

1994. Indra Seunarine is listed in Mr. Gadhia's records as having been reirmbred for a

S 1,000 contribution to the IALIF. Therefore, there is reason to believe tat In&&

Seunarine violated 2 U.S.C. j 441 f by knowingly permitting his nme to be umd to

effect a cont bution 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 rason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, 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 n of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does nt ocm in t&e
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this mat has been closed with
respect to all other rsoents involved. You are advisd tha t- oe ........
pmvisions of 2 US.C. j 437g(aXl2XA) rmsin in ct with rspeclto d
still involved in this mawer.

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, 6e torwy
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,



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. SC U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f prohibits: (I) 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. § 441 f;

I1 C.F.R. § 110.4(bXlXiii).

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.

N The IALIF report covering October 1, 1994 throug Novetms 3, 1$4 dhmw

that Rajendr K. Sharma made a S 1,000 contribution which wa recived an O W 31,

1994. Rajendra K. Sharma is listed in Mr. Gadhia's records as having been mid

for a $1,000 contribution to the IALIF. Therefore, there is rein to bebiee WRq

L Sharma violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly 'Uittins his nostobo e to

effect a contribution in the name of another.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

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 cled with
respect to all other respndnt involve& You we advised th the r - #-----

povisios of 2 U.S.C. I 437g(aXI2XA) remain in effect with emIpst l
still involved in this me.

If you have any quson, pleae cona Dominique Dilnamw , de rme y
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerly,

Lee AM. Elici

Factual andLgl Analysis
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Zubair Mohammad Siddiqi 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. § 4 37g(aX2).

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

(2) knowingly permitling 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;

S1I C.F.R. § 110.4(bXlXiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("IALIFD) or

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

reimbursed. Uday Gadhia aided Lalit Gadhia's scheme by soliciting individumb to maim

reimbursd contributions using money given to him by Lalit (3dhia.

The IALIF repoft coveting the period 10/1/94 through 11/894 dluchwn do

Zubair Mohammad Siddiqi made a $500 contribution which was received on Ocobw 31,

1994. Mr. Siddiqi and Uday Gadhia were friends who had socialized at each odhus'

residences. Mr. Siddiqi stated that in or around October of 1994, Way God bIoe

tha he write a check for $500 to the IALIF. When Mr. Sddiqi id dto he md so

afford such a contribution, Uday Gadhia advised that he would provide SSO in I fx



the check. Mr. Siddiqi further stated that he wrote the check and received frorm Uday

Gadhia five $100 bills as reimbursement. Mr. Siddiqi said that Uday Gadhia pressured

him to make the contribution and Uday Gadhia insisted there was nothing wrong with the

reimbursement.

Zubair Mohammad Siddiqi made a $500 contribution at the request of Uday

Gadhia for which he was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Zubair

Mohammad Siddiqi violated 2 U.S.C. § 44 If 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

I larbhajan Singh
12202 Braxfield Court
Rockville, MD 20852

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Singh:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe

that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

197 1, 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. § 441 f 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 occw in the

future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matter has been ckd with

respect to all other ts involved. You are advised that the --- f 'd-u

provisions of 2 U.S.C. I 437ga(1X2XA) remain in effect with respe to d uqund

still involved in this m~a .

Ifyou have my euio please contact Dominique Difle pra. m .y

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

Sincerely,

Enclour
Factual and eglAnalysis



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: 1Iarbhajan Singh 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= U S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U. S.C. § 441 f 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. § 441 f;

11 C.F.R. § 110,4(bXIXiii).

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 Akbr Rcestsam, aided

Mr. Gadhia's scheme by soliciting restaurant employees to make reimaim d

contributions using money provided by Mr. Gadhia-

The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through I 1/1/94 discloes tha

Harbhajan Singh made a $500 contribution which was received on Oiober 31, 1994.

Mr. Singh is an Akbv employee. Mr. Gadhia provided Mr. Wahi with cmb k $100 bib

to reimburse individuals writing personal checks to KALIF. Mr. Wali d= FW ii

money to Mr. Bahl who used the cash to reimburse Mr. Singh for his cr oliljm to



0

IALIF. Harbhajan Singh 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 Harbhajan Singh violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by

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



0 0

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25. 1996

Tanzania Mary Cooper
4408 Franconia Drive, Apartment I
Baltimore, MD 21206

RE: MUR 4582
Dear Ms. Cooper:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

1971, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circ t 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 me of
another person. You slxud take steps to ensure that this activity does noctr in the

The file will be made public within 30 days after this mater ba bee cloed with
resped to all other nml~ nts involved. You we advised ta the -"-

N, provisons of 2 U.S.C. 9 437g(aXl2XA) remainOwns effect with reqso ) all aslmi
still involved is dik mr.

If you bove my qMost, please cotact Doiniqyc DelnW, , on
assigned to this m, at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerey,

Lee Aim EDIM

_Fact Ual and Lega Anmyi.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Tanzania Mary Cooper 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= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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. § 441 f;

II C.F.R. § I 10.4(bXlXiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund CIALiF") or

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

reimbursed. George Paniker aided Mr. Gadhia's scheme by soliciting Taunk bMty

Cooper to make a reimbursed Conmribution using money given to him by Wb. W

The IALW report covering the period 10/1/94 dtho 11M94 om t

Tanzania Mary Cooper made a $ 1,000 contribution which was receved on Oodb 3 1.

1994. Mr. Paniker was a manager at PJ's Pub at which Ms. Cooper wa m ..plou,

Ms. Cooper had known Lalit Gadhia as a regula ouuoxr md friend ok. Pud.

Ms. Cooper was first asked to make a reimb ued conbuto by lb. Omah

during a telephone conversatin Ms. Cooper stated haabout one 1



around October 1994, Mr. Paniker spoke to her about making a contribution. Ms. Cooper

stated that when she asked what the contribution was for, Mr. Paniker answered that it

was a contribution for someone who was running for office in Mexico. During a

weekend in October, Mr. Gadhia gave Mr. Paniker $1,000 cash which Mr. Paniker then

gave to Ms. Cooper in return for a personal check for $1,000. Ms. Cooper stated that she

accepted the cash and gave Mr. Paniker a signed check with the amount filled out for

$1,000 leaving the payee line blank. She did not know to whom the money would be

contributed.

Tanzania Mary Cooper made a $1,000 contribution at the request of George

Paniker for which she was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to believe that

Tanzania Mary Cooper violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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

Ashok Dhawan
7118 Upper Mills Circle
Baltimore, MD 2 1228-2415

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Dhawan:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Camp1ign Act of
197 1, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circumstaces of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no further action and closed its file a 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 -e of
another person and to knowingly assist others in making such contributims You oumd
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 bee c1kw wish
respect to all othe re involved You am advised do t -_- - - -W
provisions of 2 US.C. I 437g(aX12XA) rmain in effect with r letald
still involved in this mattr.

If you have any quaioms, plese c miiq Dill ,
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Encs
Face m LalW Analyss



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Ashok K. Dhawan 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. § 441 f prohibits: (I) 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. § 441 f;

II C.F.R. § 11O.4(bXIlXiii).

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 aided Mr. Gadhia's scheme by molichft

N individuals to make reimbursed contributions using money provied by M. G s.

The IALIF report covering the pMod 10/I/94 through I IN%/W do t

Ashok Dhawan made a $1,000 contribution which was received on October 31, 1994.

Mr. Dhawan is part-owner of the Akbar restamats along with Mr. a mad W. WA.

Mr. Gadhia provided Mr. Wahi with cah in $100 bills to reimbuseM id'd i

pi owal checks to IALIF. Mr. Wahi pve the money to Mr. Bdal wMo wed a& I*

reimburse Mr. Dhawan for his contribution to IALEF. Ashok Dbuw is lid



0 0
2

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

Ashok Dhawan 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

Anita L. Gadhia
2700 Q Street, NW
Washington, DC 20007

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Gadhia:

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
197 1, 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 shoul take steps to ensre that this activity does not o in i t=
future.

The file will be made publk within 30 days after this matter b bern cded wift

respect to all other 2 r aadesinvolved. You am advised dw~sh co -
provisios of 2 U.S.C. I 437g(aXI2XA) mmin in e f ict w wIweW to
still involved in ts r.

Ifyou have my qmi, mle cont Domiique D eu,
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Siney,

Chahman

FActMW md Lega Azlylis



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Anita L. 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 responsibilities. Se U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f prohibits: (I) 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. 1 441 f;

I i C.F.R. § 1 I 0.4(bX lXiii).

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 repot covering Octobe Is 1994 trough Novanber 8.1

dot Anita L. Gadhia made a SI,000 contributim which was received on Om 31.

1994. Ms. Gadhia is listed in Mr. Gadhia's records as having been reimbaned iwa

$1,000 contribution to the IALIF. Therefore, there is reaon to believ hA AWL

Gadhia violated 2 U.S.C. j441f by knowingly permitting her to beddt8of a

catn'iution in the nmne of another.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Anu Gadhia
349 Homeland Southway
Baltimore, MD 21212

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Gadhia:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, 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. § 44 If to
knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the == of
another person. You should take steps to enswe tha this activity dos wt occ in &e
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this matke has bm closd with
respect to all ohr omoems involved. You we advised that the ------ y
provisions of 2 US.C. j 437(aXI2XA) remmin in eect with m mp
still involved in di .

If you have my queatior, please €ontact Dominique Do t y
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Enckswe
Factua nd Leal Amelyiis
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Anu 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 responsibilities. Sr& U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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. § 44If;

I IC.F.R. § 110.4(b)(l)(iii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("IAIF j or

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

reimbursed.

The Citim for Sawbnes report covering OtoW 1, 1994

1994, discloses that An (3adhia made a S 1,000 contrhtion which ws mashed em

October 28, 1994. Ms. Gadhia is listed in Mr. Gadhia's records as aving be

reimbursed for a $1,000 contribution to the Citizen for Sarbmnes. TWAM

ream to believe that An Gaodhia violated 2 U.S.C. # 441f by dI

nieto be used to efeta contribution in the nune of n.h
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20463

November 25, 1996

Parvani Gadhia
7509 B Stonecutter Ct.
Baltimore, MD 21237

RE: MUR 4592

Dear Ms. Gadhia:

On November 12,1996, the Federal Election Commission found raso to believe
that you violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197 1, as amended ("the Act"). However, after considering the circuane of this
matter, the Commission also determined to take no ftlher 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 violati of 2 U.S.C. §441f to

knowingly permit one's name to be used to effect a contribution made in the ne of
another person. You shuld take stp to ensur that is activity does m oem in the
figure.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this ma ho bm doed wit
respec to all other Aepml~ inolved. You wre advised that t6e P amfd

of 2 U.S.C. I 4379(aXl2XA) remain in t with nqla to -0

still involved in sa .

If you have my qusionm, ps conta Dol1mied D, t im y
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

Sixaeely,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Parvani 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 responsibilities. Sr& U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 441 f 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. 1 441f;

I I C.F.R. § 110.4(bXlXiii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several iodividuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fud ("IALIF") or

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

reimbursed.

The LAUF epot covering October 1, 1994 throghNo 3 h

tt Pvs Gadhia made a SI,000 contnibutko which w reccived em ow 3l1,94.

Ms. Gadhia is listed in Mr. Gadhia's records as having been reimbuied for a S1,000

contribution to the IALIF. Therefore, there is reason to believe that Pa Gmlds

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly perminin her namelobemdued a

-nibutim in the name of autdhr.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20483
November 25. 1996

Sonne Gowda
1220 Cleghome Road
Cockeysville, MD 21030

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. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election C aisn 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 t he of
another person. You should take steps to ensure that this activity does not ocr in the
future.

The file will be made public within 30 days after this mater has bees ckd with
respect to all other mendws involvedL You me advised tha theat do .

provisom of 2 U.S.c. C 437s(aXI2XA) min in eiot with mqlMsttod m
sill ivolvd in dis mar.

If you have my quiems, pek coulta D iqi fl .p,
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3690.

SEnclmw

Factual and LalAnalyis
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Sonne C. Gowda MUR: 4532

This matter was generated based on information ascertained by the Federal

Election Commission ("the Commission") in the normal course of carr)ing out its

supervisory responsibilities. S= U.S.C. § 437g(aX2).

2 U.S.C. § 44 !f 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. § 441 f;

I1 C.F.R. § 110.4(bXl)(iii).

In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals 1o

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("IALInF) or

directly to a federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributim vid be

reimbursed. Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy aided Mr. Gadhia's scheme by soliciting

to make runbrsed rnibutim using mony given to him by Mr. OekL

The lALIF repat covering the period 10/I/94 tivough I I/AU94 -e-urn

Some C. Gowda made a SI,000 contribution which was received on Ocobe 31,1994.

W. Gowda was attending a social funcon at the home of Dr. R unou uy

Dr. asmuthy aked him to make a contribufion. Mr. Gowda mid dtl afo

Dr. [auMu bhy a di tt he hod money dua. he wuid to give m bw .

was a c nntribufio limit from any one indvidual. Dr. Ruamrty Lb. &2b
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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. Mr. Gowda said the checks were delivered on or about October 26, 1994.

Mr. Gowda stated that he knew there was a $1,000 contribution limit but that he did not

know the purpose for the contributions.

Sonne C. Gowda made a $1,000 contribution at the request of Dr. S. V.

Ramamurthy for which he was reimbursed. Therefore, there is reason to believe that

Sonne C. Gowda violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by knowingly permitting his name to be used

to effect a contribution in the name of another.



WFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

December 2. 1996

John D. Sheridan, Treasurer
Citizens for Senator Wofford
3905 N Front Street
llfrrisburg, PA 17110

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Sheridan:

In the ordinary course of exercising its supervisory responsibilities, the Commission

examined a publicly available criminal information and plea agreement, which states that

contributions received by Citizens for Senator Wofford ("the Committee") were made in the name

of another. Specifically, on November 4, 1994, the Committee received four contributions totaling

$3,500 from four individuals: Lalit Gadhia, Sachindar Gup Tara Pathak an S.V. Rammurthy.

None of the money contributed came from individual contributors. Rather, the money allegedly

came from the Embassy of India and, therefore, is not legal.

Federal law prohibits the accepace of contributions from foreign naidonals drucly or

through any other perso. 2 U.S.C. §441e; SoI I C.F.R. 1 10.4(a). Furth, 2 U.S.C. I 441f

prohibits the acceptance of any contribution made in the name of mother. in H& .ft

impermissible nature of these contribuioMs the Commisionisrcsyumdsie

equivalent am o W t Usied Stan Tre .t care ofdmo Feder a.-,

30 days of yo. ee t We1 .t..

informatio, and doe u onid you a r la ita in this w .

Because this ntce is being povided as pat of t's othaea 0wlto

the confidentiality provision of 2 U.S.C. I 437g(SiXI2XA) spis htus~suhSuh

public any investrd gaos xodutd by the -Com ission witi e m expr es d mnt

person with respect o whom th is made. You am advised doto go"& m

been given in this cam.



John D. Sheridan
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (800) 424-9530.

Sincerely.

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lemer
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

Deeember' 2. 1996

Y. Katrina Lantos-Swett, Treasurer
Dick Swett for Congress Committee
P.O. Box 1937
I1ow, NH 03304

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Lantos-Swett:

-- In the ordinary course of exercising its supervisory responsibilities, the
examined a publicly available criminal information and plea agreement, which states do

contributions received by the Dick Swett for Congress Committee ("the Committee") were made

in the name of another. Specifically, on November I and 3, 1994, the Committee received two
contributions totaling $3,000 from the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fwd ("IALJF").
None of the money contributed to the IALIF came from individual contributors. ,
money allegedly came from the Embassy of India and, therefore, is not lgL

Federal law prohibits the a of contributions from foreign uWanomshud or

through any other person. 2 U.S.C. §44 1e; S= II C.F.R. I 110.4(a). Fwilw, 2 U.S.C. 9441f
prohibits the a of any contibutio made in the name of mother. in Vi& *fe

impermissible nature of these co 'trio the Co isus A"itWY =%m m V

Nequivalent amome to the Ushied Son. Tnemye f*(he Fedad Bm4

30 days of Yom reep of, lt . Vw Cm is Os -iiq M

infomwmon, ad does ad cons r you a -m nt i- b b wo .

Because this notice is being provided as pat of the Cons comb's "-h hvn-
the co etii prvs of 2 U.S.C. I 4371(XI2XA) ipli e T =wt pdift

public any investigatioM conducted by the C0 =ian without die I nam adw w sew
person with respet to whom the mivsligai s .ak You ne adviemd ir -d l t a

been given in dais came

.5



Y. Katrina Lantos-Swen
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this nautter, at (S00) 424-9530.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

December 2, 1996

Alan D. Solomont, Treasurer
Massachusets Democratic State Committee

Fed Funds Acct.
45 Bromfield Street, 7th Floor
Boston, MA 02108

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Solomont:

In the ordinary course of exercising its supervisory responsibilities, the Commission
examined a publicly available criminal information and plea agreement, which states that a
contribution received by the Massachusetts Democratic State Committee -Fed. Funds Acct. ("the
Committee") was made in the name of another. Specifically, on October 31, 1994, the Committee
received a $5,000 contribution from the Indian-American Leadership Investmenm Fund ("KALIF").
None of the money contributed to the IALIF came from individual contribusor Rather, the
money allegedly came from the Embassy of India and, therefore, is not l

Federal law prohibits the acceptance of contributions from foreign natonalis diecdy or
through any other person. 2 U.S.C. §41e; Se I I C.F.R. I 110.4(a). Fw1m, 2 USC. I 441f
prohibits the acceptan of ay ontrlmtion mde in the name of sother. I U* fte
impemaisble natu of this Comiam a
unowu to the United Stat. Tiwy. con of~ 6edumi Ehedos Q m of~
your receipt of this Inter. 7U oiilsI rvdn di tmL e n n a
not consider you a resondnt in thism t.

Because this notice is be"n povided as part of the Cm il' q ~ m
the confidentiality provisio of2 U.S.C. 437g(sXI2XA) q'1ie o Tmihm u p
public any invetigation ca nducted by he omm a wi the Pq ic d't
person with respect to wbom the ia o is me You mu advised d _-...ln
been given in this cae.



Alan D. Solomont
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (800) 424-9530.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lemer
Associate General Counsel

-,.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

December 2. 1990

J. Itoward Middleton, Jr., Treasurer
Robb for the Senate
P.O. Box 1279
McLean, VA 22101

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Middleton:

In the ordinary course of exercising its supervisory responsibilities, the Commission
examined a publicly available criminal information and plea agreement, which states that
contributions received by Robb for the Senate ("the Committee") were made in the name of
another. Specifically, on November 1, 1994, the Committee received three contributions totaling
$3,000 from three individuals: S.V. Ramamurthy, Mrudula Mehta and Vinay Wah. None of the
money contributed came from individual contributors. Rather, the money allegedly came from the
Embassy of India and, therefore, is not legal.

Federal law prohibits the acceptance of contributions from foreign nationas directly or
through any other person. 2 U.S.C. *441e;, II C.F.R. § 110.4(a). Further, 2 U.S.C. 5441f
prohibits the acceptance of any contribution made in the name of anodr. Is I cit
impermissible nature of these omniution, the C ansU }ls ouft di a
equivalent amwut to the United Swtat Treamwy, m of*t Federal Eh wd-li4-
30 days of yow nee* ofthis 1t1. 'hie Clmeiam is !saa edin bye
information, and does not cooder y a -ne-- t ia ima.

Because this notice is being provided as pa ofth Commisio's o
the confidentiality prvision of 2 U.S.C. I 437g(aX12XA) qplie. 1t tndkaphini maht
public any investigation ouct by the Comi iwim u the doin t
person with respect to whba the inve Pto is made. You are advid a & a bn

been given in this cas.



i. Howard Middletons Jr.
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact
assigned to this matter, at (800) 424-9530.

BY:

Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Lois G. Lcmer
Associate General Counsel

A



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington. DC 20463

December 2. 19961

Robert C. Ondick, Treasurer
Murtha for Congress Committee
551 Main Street
BI" Financial Plaza. Ste. 220
Johnstown, PA 15901

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Ondick:

In the ordinary course of exercising its supervisory responsibilities, the Comnussion

examined a publicly available criminal information and plea agreement, which states that

contributions received by the Murtha for Congress Committee ("the Committee") were made in

the name of another. Specifically, on November 1, 1994, the Committee receved a S1,000
contribution from the Indian-Ameniecan Leadership Investment Fund and op Nove-mbr 23, 1994, it

received two contributions of S1,000 each from Sachindar Gupta and Vinsy WhI. Nos of the

money contributed came firom individual contributo. Rather, the money a y e from the

Embassy of India and, therefore, is not legal.

Federal law prohibits the accepanc of contributions from forip m dmk -- of

through any other persoL 2 U.S.C. 41e;- S II C.F.IL I 110.4(a) F aw, 2U.S= C 441f

prohibits the acceptance of ay inrlmio m d e o fm
hnl natue of t coibtum. ho k Y" .

equivalent unount to the United S31s Thmuy, e offt Fedad Ebda

30 days of your receipt of this letier. The Commissim is rovMdo is s yh T

information, and does not conser you a nent in this mattr.

Bcmm this notice is b wWeovdd a fthe M uM"" 6 ..---

the conm a ity provision o(2 U.&C I 437"(aX|2XA) apw Tno m"--
pblic an investigatiom td by te I0 ihot

pero 1a0With respect to whM omteh aipm is mis. You ano se " h
been given in this cue.



Robert C. Ondick
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (800) 424-9530.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel

* ~**

~ .~



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

December 2, 1996

Ieona W. Dexter, Treasurer
Committee to Re-elect Tom Foley
653 C Street, SE
Washington, DC 20003

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Dexter:

In the ordinary course of exercising its supervisory responsibilities, the Commission
examined a publicly available criminal information and plea agreement, which states that a
contribution received by the Committee to Re-elect Tom Foley ("the Committee") was made in
the name of another. Specifically, on October 31, 1994, the Committee received a $3,000
contribution from the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("IAUF"). None of the
money contributed to the IALIF came from indiidual contributors. Rather, the money allegedly
came from the Embassy of India and, therefore, is not legal.

Federal law prohibits the acceptance of contributions from foreign nationals directly or
* through any other person. 2 U.S.C. §441e; Soe II C.F.R. § 110.4(a). Further, 2 U.S.C. I 441f

prohibits the acceptance of any contribution made in the nme of anobr. In V& of do
impermissible nature of this oltbti, the Conuiuio hstrts you to 4q p al
amount to the United StMea Trewm , cue ofea Fedal Cd monh hi
your receipt of this attr. TlU C-l- I is wo sA h fr yaw ~ t mko.
not consider you a -e-oul is n tlis .

Because this notice is being provided as pert of the Commissions ang g
the confidentiality prvison of 2 U.S.C. I 437s(aX12XA) q"li Tll mae" m eld"
public any investigation Amducted by the C -m-mi widow the am wlm *N of d
person with re to whom the t is me . You we ad dos AmbUml Im
been given in this ca.



Leona W. Dexter
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger. the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (800) 424-9530.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

December 2. 1996

Daniel J. Harris, CPA
Friends of Sherrod Brown
I I I Fdgefield Drive
El)ria, OH 44035

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Harris:

In the ordinary course of exercising its supervisory responsibilities, the Co
examined a publicly available criminal information and plea agreement, which states th a
contribution received by Friends of Sherrod Brown ('the Committee") was made in the mm of
another. Specifically, on October 31, 1994, the Committee received a $3,000 contn'bsji from
the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("IALIF"). None of the money coun'tbted to
the IALIF came from individual contributors. Rather, the money allegedly came from the
Embassy of India and, therefore, is not legal.

Federal law prohibits the acceptance of contributions from foreign nationas dhcy or
through any other person. 2 U.S.C. 441Ie; So 1 C.F.R. I 110.4(a). Further, 2 U.&C. 441f
prohibits the acceptac of my contribution made in the m ein of another. In Vi oft
impermissible nature of this I the CommissioM "has y= ta diinpu~vds
amount to the United Stws Treamry, ca of t Fodmal ElWW=Ci
yew reeitofftsletter The Cou iI n s ftMilke hrw md *
not consider you a rspondem a this mtw.

Because this notice is being provided as put of the Commissio's ominoq
the confidentiality provision of 2 US.C. I 437j(aX12) )appliem. Trt soa ="a
public any investiption conduce by the o'missio m it t the xpim -i. - -- "d
person with respect to whom tbe investigation is mae& You are avisd W 06mdNM
been given in th em.



Daniel J. Harris
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (800) 424-9530.

Sincerely,

LaTence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. lerner
Associate General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

December 2, 108

Joan L. Powell
Mfune for Congress
P.O. Box 2594
Baltimore, MD 21215

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Powell:

In the ordinary course of exercising its supervisory responsibilities, the Commission
examined a publicly available criminal information and plea agreement, which states that
contributions received by Mfwne for Congress ("the Committee") were made in the name of

) another. Specifically, on November 1, 1994, the Committee received a $1,000 contribution from
the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund and on November 7, 1994, it received two
contributions of $1,000 each from Sachindar Gupta and Pradeep Perera. None of the money

* contributed came from individual contributors. Rather, the money alledly caefrom de
Embassy of India and, therefore, is not legal.

Federal law prohibits the acceptance of contributions fiomn foreign nations diectly or
through any other person. 2 U.S.C. 1441e;,BS II C.F.R. I 110.4(a). Fwu1i ,2U.= 1441f
prohibits the accepmaee of say coa'buton made a the ame of utoer. a
"impemissl mnwe ofthde curg- m the Coauiuioa n es
equvalen mosto f t Uni~d So T1 mys me ef d r MANQ~
30 days ofyour receip ofU tis l late. ThCoVORA91luio noiovhs do
information, and does not consider you a re-pFdent in this matter.

Because this notice is being pwvided a part of d Cma iuo'a
the confidentiality provisoo of 2 U.S.C. I 4371gaXI2XA) dft. umh
public anbyia nd e bythe Com sio without the aP1 ;u
person with reMct to whom th inveatisim Is mde YoU m advimd
been given in this cam.
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Joan L. Powell
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (800) 424-9530.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington. DC 20463

December 2. 19 6

Jerald E. Farley, Treasurer
Friends for Jim McDermott
P.O. Box 21786
Seattle, WA 9811 1

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Farley:

In the ordinary course of exercising its supervisory responsibilities, the Commission
examined a publicly available criminal information and plea agreement, which states that a
contribution received by the Friends for Jim McDermott ("the Committee") was made in the name
of another. Specifically, on October 30, 1994, the Committee received a $2,000 contribution from
the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund C'IALIF"). None of the money contributed to
the IAIIF came from individual contributors. Rather, the money allegedly came from the
Embassy of India and, therefore, is not legal.

r Federal law prohibits the acceptance of contributions from foreign nioal dhecy or

through any other person. 2 U.S.C. 141e; Se I I C.F.R. § 110.4(a). Furdwr, 2 U.S.C. I 441f
N prohibits the acceptanc of any contribution made in the name of mother. i N dk

impermissible nature of this contribution, the Commission insrus yoI dim~ m Iadoft
amoumt to the United Stae Trmuay. cae of the Feder Election.li
Your wee"p of has lette. T1w -.uo spoigis s0 hee rys~
no- consider you a reIpondent in dii m lw

Because this notice is being provided as pert of the Commissin's oar g I m,
the confidentiality proviinof 2 US&C. 5 437j(&Xl2XA) q~pie& Thant diwudI
public any investigation conducted by dw C u i widmu the cpim Emow d
person with respecto w the -ins gtio ismade. You W advised d f t l ,mfm
been given in this cm.
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If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (800) 424-9530.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

December 2. 1996
Michael S. Mayor, Treasurer
Friends of Congressman Fingerhut
1340 Depot Street, Suite 102
Rocky River, OH 44116

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Mayor:

In the ordinary course of exercising its supervisory responsibilities, the Commission
examined a publicly available criminal information and plea agreement, which states that a
contribution received by Friends of Congressman Fingerhut ("the Committee") was made in the
name of another. Specifically, on October 31, 1994, the Committee received a $1,000 contribution
from the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("IALIF"). None of the money
contributed to the IALIF came from individual contributors. Rather, the money allegedly came
from the Embassy of India and, therefore, is not legal.

Federal law prohibits the acceptance of contributions from foreign nationls drecdy or
through any other person. 2 U.S.C. §441c; See I I C.F.R. * 110.4(a). Further, 2 USC. I 441f
prohibits the accqance of any contribufion made in the name of anot r. I H& efdo
impermissible natre of this cont'inbion, the Commisioa t yor W 4qaspm pIl
amot to the United Sta Tnrwamuy ou. Fedend Ele o Re
you receipt of this '1. TIe Com do. is provdin s naci hr yn
not consider you a neponia a atr.

Because this notice is being pmrvided as put of the Commissio's a =wi
the confidentiality provision of 2 US.C. 437g(aXI2XA) a0 Th ee mPuba
public any invZ ondud by the Commission withb" 6 1 Xp I- am gf"Wtbe
person with respect to whom the is made. You we advised dmn &*
been given in this cas.
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If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger. the attormey
assigned to this matter, at (S00) 424-9530.

Sincerely,

LaTence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lener
Associate General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

December 2. 1996

Debbie Linhardt, Treasurer
l-ngel for Congress
462 California Road
Bronxville, NY 10708

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Linhardt:

In the ordinary course of exercising its supervisory responsibilities, the Commission

examined a publicly available criminal information and plea agreement, which sates that
contributions received by Engel for Congress ("the Committee") were made in the name of

another. Specifically, on November 1, 1994, the Committee received a $2,000 conribuion
totaling $3,000 from the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund and on November II,
1994, it received a $1,000 contribution from Sachindar Gupta. None of the nmey conibuted
came from individual contributors. Rather, the money allegedly came from &ie Emhmy of lin

NT and, therefore, is not Igal.

Federal law prohibits the acceptance of contributions from foreip niomls dicty or

through any other person. 2 U.S.C. 144le; Sm I IC.F.R. * 110.4(a). FsjK2U.S.C. §441f

prohibits the acceptane of my Contbution -- deindth -- of . Is d

impermissible nat= of con b ime C i
equivalent amoi to te Uaih Sms Trmwy, am fe o Fadwd 6W gob
30 days of your reep of Uds lettw. h u is -p ovid ti *0m ryn
information, and does t cemide you a respondent in tis mater.

Bacuse this ntic is being e d m pt of te uCof'sqdn fmt alo.
the confidentiality provis of 2 U.S.C. I 437g(aXI2XA) 1"m" Th-t au=_W --hg
public any investgation canacted by the Commisio w the ezpmm tgfm!sn aft e

. i " :. ..,... .. .'.......,.....

peron with respec to whom the inetaioIsm&de You - adV~d*A*1W
been given in thiscae



Debbie Linhard
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If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (800) 424-9530.

Sincerely,

LaTence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

December 2, 1996

E. Peter Mathews
Mathews for Congress '96
600 Wilshire Blvd.
Suite 1500
los Angeles. CA 90017

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Congressman Mathews:

In the ordinary course of exercising its supervisory responsibilities, the Commission

examined a publicly available criminal information and plea agreement, which states that
contributions received by Mathews for Congress ("the Committee' were made in the name of

another. Specifically, on October 30 anid 31, 1994, the Committee received two conbution

totaling $3,000 from the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund and on November 10,

1994, it received two contributions of St,000 each from Lalit Gadhia and Sachindar uptLa. None

of the money contributed came from individual contnibuto Rather, the n y alegely Came
from the Embassy of India and, therefore, is not legal.

Federal law prohibits the acc e of contrbutions from forcigp naials &ecdy or

through any ote rpeboaL 2 U.S.C. f441;,Sm I I C.F.R. f 110.4(a) FW, 2 U2U. I441f

prohibits the acceptance of may u m-d in the aof od( 1. In W da

equivalent amwug the Ud Sonm T~nyg Ca *fee Fedud mdmt v
30 days of your receipt fthis l ew. The Con imos as p wvim d i 0i hrpyw

information, and does not consider you a respodent in this mala.

Because this noce is bein prvided pau oft Coniuiom'a .. -- .. -

the confidentialft povei of 2 U.S.C. f 437g(aXI2XA) Tppliu. 7W u rd "-- d

public any investigation cndcted by the Comunis ioswodt do mmmammotdo

person with respect to w 6m de invetigatim i. .. l.- You we edh~ml 90i n0 SIm w
been given in this ams.
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If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (800) 424-9530.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerner
Associate General Counsel
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The above-naimed individual is hereby designated as my

Counsel and is authorized to reetive any notifioatioe and other

coumunications from the Comission and to aot on my behalf before

the Commission.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

Deceber 6, 1996

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

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Gadhia:

On November 27, 1996, you were notified that the Federal Election Commission found
reason to believe you violated certain provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as amended. On that same date, you also received a subpoena requiring you to appear and give
sworn testimony on December 12. 1996.

On December 5, 1996. 1 left a message on your answering machine asking you to call me
regarding the above-referenced matter. You left a message later that day indicating you had
received the call. Since then, I have left several telephone messages but have no hemad fom
you. It is very important that you call me immediately upon your receipt of this letr so tha we
can discuss where the deposition will be held and whether you intend to have m aabory present

at the deposition. Please call me at (202) 219-3690 no later than the close of businm on

Monday, December 9.1996. 1 can be reached from 9:00 a.m. until 6:30 p.m.

Sincerely,

Dominque D kneger
Attorney



Law Officirs Of

M., Crn itna G UtUie rr e2 FED RAL ELECTION
COIS;,A"

M. Cristina Gutierrez DEc 6 8 4oN '

Mark B. Martin
Rita Paznlokas

Stephanie Ann Hall
Legal Assistant

The Fidelity Building, Suite i ;)1
210 North Charles Street
Baltimore. Maryland 21201 -4015
(410) 752-1555
(410) 752-1064 Facsimile
(410) 448-5115 Voicemail

Of CoWUsel
Redmond. Burgin & Cru7. P A

December 4. 1996

%IA FACSIMILE and
FIRST CLASS MAIL
202-219-3923

Ms. l)ominique Dillenseger. Esquire
1ttice of the General Counsel

I-ederal Election Commission
,),4q ['-. Street. N.W.

Washington. DC 20463

RE: Indra Seunarine 11 5 ?J)

l)ear Ms. Dillenseger:

Pursuant to our conversation yesterday, please find enclosed a signed authorization from

indra Seunarine permitting you to speak with me regarding her matter before the Fedeal

Election Commission. Please contact me upon receipt of this authorization so that we may

further discuss the remaining issues.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly yours,

Mark B. Martin

MBM:m
Enclosure

2.
-~ ~
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UT OIIZATION

DATE:

TO:

RI:

This is to serve as your authorizacion to perUit inspection by or release
copies to my attorney, M. Criscina Gutierrex, 210 North Charles Street, Suite 1301,

alctimore, Maryland 21201, or her representative, of any of the foLloving:

a) medical records, including past histories;

b) income tax returns, U.S. and State for

c) employment records including wages;

d) social securicy records;

4) criminal record;

other (as specified);

~1~ 4 '1
LV i#)c, 4- / l

I ADDtTIOMALLY YOU ARE AJOUT0IZED TO DISCUSS Ait OF XY RECORDS Ot H CASE V

S MY ATTORMEY. YOU ALE 1U REQUESTED TO DISCLOSE 90 SUCK INI3ZI TO ANY
IESUitANDCE ORJIJSTUi0 ANY PTK ERSONI, FIRM OR CORPORTIO V G CC
RIT?! AUT~r3TY FROM M9 TO DO SO.

Pbcostat valid as oritinal.

VLb a-_L-A-A
INDRA 3JCI*MLU&

5! 4-k k f. &;

d In n nro rx"x*



3401 CARLINS PARK DRIVE

Earth

U Engineering
LI MciA ReN , v-.

BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21215-8100 (410) 466 1400 FAX (410) 46-7371

December 5, 1996

Ms. Dominique Dillenseger
Attorney
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

- .
C2..

c7 .>

Re: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

We are transmitting herewith the statement of Designation of Counsel. Mr.
Martin will be my counsel.

Very truly yours,

EARTH ENGINEERING AND SCIENCES, INC.

Sachinder N. Gupta, P.E.
President

CC: Mr. Gerard Martin, Fsq.

Enclosure

Gootehnicl e IMsctin a Testn* o k twmeNIMu c 1 &



Ij= 4582

ADDRES8:

TELEPHONE:

The above-

counsel and is

communications

the Commission.

December 5, 1996.
Date

RESPONDENT' S A

ADDRESS:

BSIIMS P3 N :

0 0
STATE3,U OF DoSIGATZIO OF U m,

i: Gerard Martin

Martin, Junghans, Snyder & Bernstein, P.A.

217 East Redwood Street, Suite 2000

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

410-547-8764

named individual is hereby designated as my

authorized to receive any notifications and other

from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

Signature

: Sachinder N. Gupta

3401 Carlins Park Drive

Baltimore, Maryland 21215

410-466-1400



MONSHOWER & MILLER LLP f E.,
ATTONEVy% AT LAW

10440 Lrrnu PATuxhBr PARKwAY
30 Comm~v ComoU. Surm S00W

COWUMSMA MD 21044-3561 52 'Hod

ALvu' C. MoIwww JR, Tm.. 410-730-4860 OF COUNSE

RICHARD L. MlUIE FAx 410-730-1093 THOKU L Caok1w.
GotAR G. MAURoAN December 6, 1996

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20634

Re: MUR 4582
Dr. S.V. Ramamurthy, Respondent
Our File No.: 1902.001

Dear Sir or Madame:

Enclosed please find a completed Statement of Designation of Counsel signed by

Dr. Ramamurthy designating me as his counsel in the above case, authorizing my receipt
of any notifations and communications and authorizing me to act on his behalf before the

Commission.

Very truly yours,

Thomas L. Crow

TLCMW
cc: S.V. Ramalmwfth, DDS (wlertl.)

Ow



ST*IIU OF DUM~ATION OF

-
MKE or 000. S

ADR S Monshower & Miller, LLP

10440 Little Patuxent Parkway
30 Corporate Center, Suite 500

Columbia, MD 21044

TELEPHON]: (410) 730-4860

~p
~

2.1~
"C

*

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

Signature

RESPONDENT ' S NAM:

ADDRESS:

WSE PUO:

BUSIMUS PUO:

11b --74-- ) A4

Date
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LAW OFFICES

BROWN, GOLDSTEIN & LEVY, LLP
THE MARYLAND BAR CENTER

DANIEl V GOLDSTEIN SUilTl 300 )()SE PH 1t -5(

t"Nol, ok 3H F)WN" b20 WEST FAvF rTF ST1 HE T ITII RI [ STALIA NMAILN

AN HI W 1) t i %, HAL TIM)HE MARYLAkNO 21201 MARTIN H SC REIER II"

AN REW L) FREEMAN 
SHARON STANLEY STREET

(JANA WHITEHEAD- (410) 962-1030 OR (410) 659-0717 LAuREN E WILLIS

FAX (410) 385 01869

"At 0 AI)MIT!ED IN DC & N) DALSO ADMITTED IN D(
December 4, 1996

Dominique Dillenseger, Esq. - I-

Lee Ann Elliott, Esq. 9r;

Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MURL41;R2

Dear Ms. Dillenseger and Ms. Elliott:

On behalf of our client, Lalit H. Gadhia, we are writing to

request that your office withdraw the reason-to-believe letter
you have issued in the above-referenced matter.

Preliminarily, we would note that Mr. Gadhia will begin
serving a sentence of incarceration pursuant to his guilty plea
to essentially these same charges on December 9, 1996, and
therefore will be unable to travel to Washington for a
deposition. Moreover, he was already debriefed on literally
everything he knows about this matter by the FBI, and therefore a
deposition by you would be a redundant waste of government
resources.

we have serious concerns about the FEC's belated pursuit of

this matter. When these charges first arose, we repeatedly urged
the Department of Justice to refer this matter to the FEC for
civil prosecution rather than criminal prosecution. DOJ refused
to do so, and the FEC never expressed any interest in the matter.
We then negotiated a plea agreement with DOJ in reliance on the

fact that only DOJ was pursuing charges, and that DOJ was
representing all of the interests of the United States. In fact,
at the plea and sentencing hearing in this matter, the AUSA

prosecuting Mr. Gadhia repeatedly referred to his decisions and
positions as those of "the Government" and "the United States."
It is outrageous for the FEC, having known of these charges since
at least May of 1995, and then having stood idly by for a year
and a half as Mr. Gadhia negotiated a plea agreement in good

faith with DOJ, to now pile on additional civil charges.

A .. i..
4
*., Y



Brown, Goldstein & Levy, LLP

Dillenseger/Elliott
December 4, 1996
Page 2

Furthermore, assessing additional penalties against Mr.
Gadhia at this time would be wringing blood from a stone. Mr.
Gadhia is already serving a sentence of three motiths of
incarceration, six months of home detention with electronic
monitoring, and two years of supervised probation. He has been

disbarred and has thereby lost his source of livelihood. As

found by the District Court judge in determining not to impose a
fine, Mr. Gadhia has no assets.

If you are unwilling to terminate your pursuit of this
matter based on the representations in this letter, we would
request a meeting to discuss our concerns further. We look
forward to your reply.

Very truly yours,

Daniel F. Goldstein
Lauren E. Willis



MARTIN, JUNGHANS, SNYDER & BERNSTEIN, P.A.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

- 4

Rwwooo Towrx
Suri 2000

217 EAsT Rwawoo Sm r
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PAULA M. JUNGHANS Tnmuop 4XVSV-713 CmA DELJ Kurpt
DAVID L SN'rtcRt S.Hat
GEc L BERNSrEN FAcmiu 410/547-Oos W&LM S. HEMAN

OF COUNSEL
STVEN J. SSEL

410 547-8764 -m

December 9. 1996

)ominique Dillenseger. Esquire
Office of the (eneral Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington. D.C. 20463 -

Re: MIUR 4582 Sachinder Gupta

)ear Ms. Dillenseger:

Please be advised that I represent Sachinder Gupta. I represented him in connection
with the Federal Grand Jury Investigation involving Lalit Gadhia. Mr. Gupta was interviewed
by the FBI and testified in front of the Federal Grand Jury. Each time he was queried about
whether he received reimbursements from Mr. Gadhia for political contributions that he made
through the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund. It is Mr. Gupta's position. as it was
before the office of the United States Attorney and the Federal Grand Jury, and as it will be

-" in any proceedings that you might choose to bring, that he was not one of those who was
reimbursed for contributions made through the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund.
Mr. Gupta's contributions were genuine contributions made on his behalf. Finally, it is my
understanding from Mr. Gadhia's attorney and from the United State's Attorney in charge of
the investigation, Joseph Evans, that Mr. Gadhia's recrds do not contrary to the factual and

legal analysis supplied to Mr. Gupta here, indicate that Mr. Gupta was reimbursed for his
contributions. Indeed there is not a single document that so indicates. Furhermore, Mr.

Gadhia will confirm that Mr. Gupta was not reimbursed.

In short, Mr. Gupta violated no provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

1971, as amended and we request that you withdraw your "reason to believe" letter issued to
him on November 25, 1996.

Should you wish to discuss this matter further, you may contact me at (410)547-8764.

Very truly yours,

Gerard P. Martin
cc: Sachinder Gupta

S#ms7.01



WEINBERG &GREEN LLC

LC i 2 i_ '55 AVIORNEY% AT LAW
100 SOtrH CHARLES STREET

BALTIMORE MARYLAND 21201-2773

TFI.EPHONE 410/3328600 1040 LITTLE PATJXEN PARKwAy
WA.HINGTON AR1A 301/470 7400 ()1 UMBLA. MARYLAND 21044-3506

FACSIMILE 410/332 8862 410740 9500
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December 9. 1996

ih'mlniquc oiilenseger. Lsquire

Federal Election Commission

999 E Street. N.W.
Washington. D.C. 20463

Re: Satish Bahl and Vinay Wahi
MUR 4582

Dear Counsel:

Please be advised that M. Albert Figinski and Stuart R. Berger represent the
Respondents, Satish Bahl and Vinay Wahi. In that context, we are enclosing herewith a
Statement of Designation of Counsel for both of the above-referenced Respondents.

Please be advised that Messrs. Bahl and Wahi provided extensive assistance to
agents of the federal government in connection with their investigation and prosecution
concerning contributions made through or solicited by Lalit Gadhia. Both epondens met
with agents of the federal government, and Mr. Wahi testified before the grand jury in the
United States District Court for the District of Maryland.

As you are aware, the Assistant U.S. Attorney in charge of p the
government's case against Lalit Gadhia was Joseph L. Evans. Please be advised that
Messrs. Bahl and Wahi cooperated fully and completely with Mr. Evans. Such coopertion
was indeed helpful in resulting in Lalit Gadhia's guilty plea.

I have spoken to Mr. Evans in connection with the F.E.C.-investiation of
Messrs. Bahl and Wahi. Mr. Evans has told me that he is happy to discuss with you, ad
bring to your attention that Messrs. Bahl and Wahi cooperated fully, and advise yvs
specifically of the services that they provided to the government. Further, both Messrs. Bal
and Wahi received immunity from the government on June 14, 1995. Under cover of ths



WEINBERG &GREEN 11C Dominique Dillenseger, Esquire

December 9, 1996
Page 2

letter, I am enclosing copies of the government's letter of immunity extended to both of these
gentlemen.

Mr. Evans further advises me that at the time of the government's offer of
immunity, there was no anticipation by the government of a F.E.C. investigation into either of
these gentlemen. Accordingly. in light of the foregoing facts, we respectfully request that you
decline to pursue this matter further. We hope and trust that this matter will be concluded at
this stage.

If. however. you deem it necessary to pursue this matter further. the

Respondents respectfully request to pursue pre-probable cause conciliation pursuant to 11
C.F.R. 11 l1. 18(d).

Thank you for vour consideration.

Very truly yours.

Stuart R. Berger

Enclosures
cc: Mr. Satish Bahi (w/enc.)

Mr. Vinay Wahi (w/enc.)
Joseph L. Evans, Esquire (w/enc.)
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UR NUR 4582

MANX OF S. M. Albert Fiainski: Stuart R. Berger

r Weinberg & Green LLC

100 S. Charles Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

TELEPHONI: (410) 332-8662

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

1219 19fn r __e

RESPONDENT' S MANX:

ADDRESS:

30S3 P3:

RUSIM 133MP W

Vinay Wahi

823 North Charles Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

(410) 539-0944

a
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MUR MUR 45S2

NS OIF C: M. Albert Figinski: Stuart R. Berger

Weinberg & Green LLC

100 S. Charles Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

TELEPHONE: (410) 332-8662

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

1219/96 __

Date Tignature

RESPONDENT' S NAIS:

ADDRESS:

BONE POKI:

BUSIES P3:

Satish Bahl

2 Applegrove Court

Baltimore, Maryland 21228

(410) 655-1600
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

December 12, 1996
YIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Kimberly Queen
Volunteers of America
Comprehensive Sanctions Center
4601 Fast Monument Street
Baltimore, MD 21205

Dear Ms. Queen:

Pursuant to our telephone conversation on December 12, 1996, this is to confirm that the
Federal Election Commission has issued a subpoena requiring Lalit H. Gadhia to appear for a
deposition. The deposition will be taken on January 2, 1997, beginning at 10:00 am. at the
United States Attorney's Office, 604 United States Courthouse, 101 West Lombard Street,
Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2692. Please call me at (202) 219-3690 if you have any questions.

Sincerly,

Dominique DillensWp
Atone
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

December 12, 1996
YIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Lauren E. Willis, Esquire
Brownm, Goldstein & Levy, LLP
The Maryland Bar Center, Suite 300
520 West Fayente Street
Baltimore, MD 21201

Dear Ms. Willis:

This is to confirm that we have agreed to reschedule the deposition of Lalit H. Gadhis
from December 12, 1996, to January 2, 1997. The deposition will begin at 10:00 am. in the
second floor conference room at the United States Attorney's Office, 604 United States

Courthouse, 101 West Lombard Street Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2692. If you have any
questions. please call me at (202) 219-3690

Sincerely,

iA*,'4ey4

/
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

December 13, 1g

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:

This is to confirm our telephone conversation of December 10 and 1I, 1996, regarding

how the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("IALIF") should dispose of refunds it
has received from committees to which it made contributions in October and Novmaber 1994.

As we discussed, the Federal Election Commission ("Commission") has notified these
committees to disgorge the contributions to the United States Treasury. In light of the

Commission's action, this Office requests that IALF disgorge an equivalent amount of any

refunds received from these committees to the Treasury, care of the Commission. In your reply,
please indicate the name and amount of the refund for each committee. The digorgent check
should be made out to "United States Treasury." Please call me at (202) 219-3690 ifyou have
any questions.

Sincerely,

Aftoney
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ATTORNEYS AT LAWorF R b ,'AL

Sixteenth Floor

191 Peachtree Strr(w' N F
Atidnia (3t t Iqia 303, io,

404 5 72 6600

Facsimile 404 572 6999

DECI16 147f d '4
P1t LA.% H1 SPON Wasagnw Auidreus

Sxth Floor
1001 Pennsylvania Avern, N W

Washington. 0C 20OU4
202 347 0066

Facmid. 202 624 7222

December 12, 1996

Dominique Dillenseger, Esq.
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Enclosed for filing please find an executed Statement of
Designation of Counsel form authorizing our representation of
Aruna Trivedi in the above-referenced matter.

Sincerely,

Brett G. Kappel

Enclosure

21841721.W51



"STATFNEN T OfESIGNATIQN 0F1C 

MUR

NAMEOFCOUNSEL: Charles B. Roistacher Euq. & Brett G. Kappel, Esq

FIRM: Paxell. ldstein, Frazer & Nuh

ADDRESS: 1001 Pennsylvania AvenSe,

Washington, D.C. 20004

TLLEPHONE:(202j 347-0066
FAX:( 2O2) 624-7222

The above-named individual Is hereby designated as my counsel and Isauthorized to receive any notifications and other communications from thoCommission and to act on my behalf before the Commisslon.

Date Signature

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Aruna Tivedi

ADDRESS: 5 Fox Brier Lane

Baltimore, ND 21236

TELEPHONE: HOME-

BUSINESSIj(-
09
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Joan Nt. .icnard
(hair -0 .

December 11, 1996

Dominique Dillenseger, Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

In November of 1996, the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund
requested a refund of their 1994 contribution. The Massachusetts Democratic State
Committee - Federal Funds Account complied with this request prior to receipt of the
Commission's letter dated 12/2/96. A copy of our refund check is enclosed for your
records.

Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions. The
Committee's new address will be: 133 Portland Street

Boston, MA 02110

Our telephone number remains 617-742-6770.

Sincerely,

Mary Wong
Deputy Director

133 Portland Street, leftov MA 14 TeL (417) 742S4M7
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B3PORR TH FEDERAL BLECTZON COIIonZOM

In the Matter of

MUR 45,82
Lalit Gadhia

NOTION TO Q1AH funPOUA AND
MOTION To VILE BkD MnTZr OET p TZM

Comen now Lalit Gadhia, by and through his undearigned

attorneys, and moves to quauh the subpoena Insued for his

deposition by the Federal Election Commission ('FBC'), and moVes

to file this motion out of Lime, and xtates as hi. grounds

whera fore.

1. The FEC's belated investigation of the matter raised in

this MUR iR time-barred. The FEC received a complainiL from

Subodi Chandra regardinq Lhis matter and identifying Lalit Gadhia

as respondent in or before may 1995. Pursuant to 2 U.S.c. j

437g(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R. 1 111.5, the FEC was required to notify

Mr. Gadhia, as a respondent identified in the comlainit, within

five days of receipt of the complaint, and to provide him with an

opportunity to respond to the allegations contained therein. Mr.

Gadhia never received such notice and opportunity to respond, and

the PRC is now, over a year and a half after the five day

notification period expired, time-barred from pursuing this

matter.

2. Institution of FlC proceedings against Mr. Gadhia at

A.
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this time violate. the Double Jeopardy Clause of Amendment v to

the United States CoaliLLution, and violates the terms of the

Plea Agreement entered into in this case as reprevented by the

Government in open court.

When thi. matter first arose, Mr. Gadhia, by and through his

undersigned counsel, repeatedly urged rhe Department of Justice

("'DOJ") to refer this matter to the FEC for conciliation and/or

civil prosecution zaLher than criminal prosecution. DOJ refused

to do no, and the FEC never expressed any interest in the matter,

either before or after the five-day statutory notice period. Mr.

Gadhia and his undersigned counsel then negotiated a

contractually binding Plea Agreement with DOJ in good faith

D reliancA on the facts that only DOJ was pursuin9 charges, and

that DOJ was repzesentlng all of the interests of the United

8tates.. n open court at the plea and sentencing hearing in this

matter, the Aseistauit United States Attorney prosecuting Mr.

eadhia, Joseph Kvans, repeatedly referred to his decaims and

positions as those of "the Government- and *the United State.&

Further, DOTJ never requested any waiver of Mr. Gadhia's Double

Jeopardy rights, as DOJ must In order to preserve F3C civil

enforcement jurisdiction, according to DOJ's handbook, Federal

Prosecutlon of Zlectlons Offenes (U.S. Departmnt of Justioe
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Criminal Divinlion, Public Integrity Section, 6th ed. 1995) at

126.1

As a consequenre of the entry of Mr. Gadhia's yuilty plea,

he was sentenced to three months of incarceration, six months of

home detention with electronic monitoring, and two years of

supervieed probation. Furtther sanctions imposed by the PEC in

tLis case would conAtitute multiple punishments for the same

conduct, in violation of the Double Jeopardy ClAuse. Moreover,

the FEC can have no other aim but to impose a fine in this

matter, as Mz. Gadhia has no restitution to make (Mr. Qadhia

never kept any funda illegally), has already ceased any Illegal

activity, and the FEC has no oLher civil romediea available to it

oiher than Imposing fines, restitution and cease and desist

orders.

3. Pursuing this matter at this time, and specifically,

' The text of the handbook provides that, in order met %o
adversely affect the MEC's civil entorement Jurisdi tion, a,
plea agreement involving activities that fall within the tqv= of
the Pederal Blection Campaign Act must contain an express
disclaimer of rights as follows:

othlng In this agreonent waives or limits In any vey
the authority of the Fgderal Election Camiaion to
*eek civil penaltteM or other adminitrative zvmwed@.
for the violations of the Pederal ilection Campaign Aot
pursuant to Section 437(g) of Title 2, United States

Mr. Gadhias9 Plea Agreement contains no such disclaimer.

3
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deposing Mr. Gadhia at this time, would impede Government

efficiency and ecornmuvy, in violation ot 11 C.F.R. I 7.7(c). Mr.

Gadhia has already received punishment for his actlons in this

matter, has already been debriefed by the federal Governnent

about a33 of his knowledge of this matter, and ts been found by
a United States CourL to lack the finanevial resources to pay a

fine. Thre is literally nothing to be gained by the nZC In

pursuing this matter aL Ihis time: Mr. adhia has already

received a punishment calculated by the Court to be sufficiently

severe to detez him and others from the types of actions he had

taken and to punish him for his actions; and the FEC can not make

any money off of Mr. Gadhia because hP has none and because he

has been disbarred and therefore has no source of future
livelihood. Mr. Gadhia has already told the Federal Bureau of

Investigation everything he knows about this matter, and the Pl

could therefore gain nothing by deposing Mr. Gadhia.

That the PEC has nothing legitimate to gain by iustitvtiftm

thee proceedings and taking Mr. Gadhia's deposition, but Will
merely waste Government resources in violation of 11 C.F.R. s
7 .7(c), raises the specter that the FEC is pursuing this watter

not in pursuit of "honest, independent and iwqpartial mottorba

and enforcement of federal election law" as required by 11 .,ca.

4

ikI
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I 7 .1(a), but raLher in pursuit of RApublican Congressional
approval in violation of ii C.F.R. SI 7.7(b) & (d). While fair
enforcement of Lhe election laws by the federal Government is
neceaAary to ensure the confidence of the public iII the integrity
of the Government, insLiLuting Proceedinga against an insolvent
man who is already being punished for his wrondovings, to which
he has fully admiLted in open court, over a year and a half after
notice wan given to the PEC of the matter, adversely affects the
confidence of the public in the Government, APecifically in the
FUC, in violat lon of 11 C.F.R. 5 7.7(f)

4. This Motion should be granted out of time because Mr.
Gadhia wa. unable to secure his attorneys' full involvement in
this matter within the five days after he received notice of the
deposition. When he received the deposition notice, Mr. Gadlia
was in the process of preparing himself for incarceration and
finding a suitable position for work-release, and was therefore
too busy to communicate fully with hie attorneys about thismatter. Once incarcerated, Mr. Gadhia had very limited tele
access during the "lock-downN period of his incarceration.

COta1Vlo 0
In light of the forejoing, any future action taken by the

P15c in this matter, other than to quash the subpoena and to



GWlW tEVT'TVUN TE10-"OM-385-0869 Dec 19,95 13:43 IO'.eUU r.U1

p e
dismiss the MUR, would be frivolous, and will be met with a

motion for attorneys fees and costs under the Equal Access to

Justice Act, 28 U.S.C. 5 2412.

RespecLully submitted,

Daniel P. Goldstein
Lauren H. Willis
Brown, Goldstein & Levy, LLP
300 Maryland Bar Center
520 Weut Fayette Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21301
(410) 659-0717

Attorneys LUL Respondent

CIRTIICATZ OF SRVICu

I HEREBY CERTIFY that three copies of the foregoing Motion

to Quash Subpoena and Motion to File Said Motion Out of Time wre

mailed, postage prepaid, first class mall, and on* copy of the

same was sent by facsimile transmission, this 18th day of

Desemler, 1996 to;

OGnral Courel
federal 31ction Coumission
999 Street, NK
Washiirgton. DC 20463
Facsimile No.: (202) 219 3923

Lauren E. Willis



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 4582

Lalit H. Gadhia )SENSITIVE

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

Before the Commission is a motion to quash its Subpoena of November 25. 1996.

requiring Lalit Ghadia ("Respondent") to appear for deposition. As this Office has explained in

the First General Counsel's Report dated November 5, 1996. page 12. the crucial step in a

limited investigation of these matters is to seek full information from Respondent as to the

circumstances of the scheme, particularly the involvement of the Indian Embassy and source of

the funds for the illegal scheme. The Subpoena. included in the reason to believe notification

package. was received by Respondent on November 27. 1996. Attachment I (return receipt). On

December 18, 1996, counsel for Respondent filed a motion to quash the Subpoena, accompanied

by a motion for leave to file out of time. Attachment 2. For the reasons stated below, this Office

recommends that the Commission deny Respondent's motion.

i. FACIUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

Pusuant to 11 C.F.R. § I 11.15(a), a motion to quash a subpoena mustbe madepoto

the time specified therein for compliance, but in no event more than 5 days after the date of

receipt of such subpoena. If such a motion is timely filed, the Commission may deny the motion

or quash or modify the subpoena. 1I C.F.R. § 111.15(b).

Respondent received the Commission's Subpoena on November 27, 1996. Aftu

receiving the return receipt from Respondent, staff attempted unsuccessfully to contact
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Respondent. I On December 6, 1996, this Office sent Respondent a letter by Federal Express

urging him to call immediately regarding the deposition but in any event no later than close of

business on December 9, 1996. Attachment 3. On December 9. 1996, counsel for Respondent

called this Office for the first time and stated that they had mailed a respnse and designation of

counsel. The response was dated December 4. 1996. and included the designation of counsel

which was dated November 27. 1996. Attachment 4. The response was received by this Office

on December 9. 1996. Counsel also informed this Office that Respondent had just reported to

the Volunteers of America facility (**VOA-) for incarceration the morning of December 9th, that

he would be in "'lock-down" status for that week. and that it would not be possible for them to

speak to Respondent and prepare for the deposition scheduled for December 12. 1996. During

the next two days. staff engaged in several discussions with counsel to attempt to accommodate

counsel's schedule and it was agreed to reschedule the deposition for January 2. 1997. On

December 12, 1996, staff sent counsel a letter by facsimile confirming the change in deposition

date. Attachment 5. On the same date, staff also notified the case manager at the VOA by

facsimile letter of the date and location of the deposition. Attachment 6.

Counsel acknowledges that the December I 8th submission is untimely and requests leave

to file it out of time, arguing that Respondent was p for icarc ion and so "=" to

secure his attorneys full involvement in this matter" and then had limited telephone access during

the first week of his incarceration. As recounted above, this Office went to some lengths to

I On December 5, 1996, staff called and left a message on Respondent's ig
m iwne urging him to call this Office about this matter. Respondent tmurned the call A lef a

voice mail message later that day indicating he had received the call. Staff returned the cal a
half hour later and left additional telephone messages on December 5th and 6th but Reasdot
did ntrtw the call.
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accommodate this Respondent and his counsel and has assured counsel that no decision has been

made about whether any additional sanction is contemplated with respect to Mr. Ghadia. Rather,

we have informed counsel that the Commission is investigating and seeking Mr. Ohadia's

testimony in part as a witness. Indeed. at no time during this Office's discussion with counsel

did counsel ever suggest that they would contest the Subpoena. At one point, counsel even said

that Respondent would certainly now have plenty of time to do the deposition. Respondent had

the Subpoena in hand for 10 days before entering the Volunteers of America Comprehensive

Sanctions Center, and his counsel was in talks with this office and rescheduling the deposition

date for at least an additional 10 days before filing this Motion to Quash. Under these

circumstances. this Office recommends the Commission reject the Motion to File Out of Time,

and denv the Motion to Quash Subpoena as untimely.

Although this Office does not recommend the Commission entertain the Motion to Quash

on the merits. 2 this Office does propose to include in the notification letter language explaining

the current posture of the matter and the Commission's power to compel Respondent's sworn

testimony as part of its investigation whether or not Respondent faces any Commission sanction

for his role in this matter.

2 Counsel's arguments on the merits are essentially the same as those counsd e in
response to the reason to believe notification and will be considered later when theCom ie
decides what if any additional sanctions for Respondent.



1 RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Reject the Motion to File out of lime and deny as untimely the Motion to Quash
Subpoena for Deposition to Lalit Gadhia.

2. Approve the appropriate letter.

Gawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Attachments:
I. Return Receipt, dated November 27, 1996
2. Motion to Quash Subpoena and Motion to File Said Motion Out of Time
3. Letter from FEC dated December 6. 1996
4. Letter and Designation of Counsel dated December 4. 1996, and November 27,1996
5. Letter from FEC dated December 12, 1996
6. Letter from FEC dated December 12, 1996

Staff Assigned: Dominique Dillenseger

Date

III.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Lalit H. Gadhia. MUR 4582

CERTIFICATION

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

Commission, do hereby certify that on December 20, 1996, the

Commission decided by a vote of 4-0 to take the following

actions in MUR 4582:

1. Reject the Motion to File out of Time and
deny as untimely the Motion to Quash Subpoena
for Deposition to Lalit Gadhia.

2. Approve the appropriate letter, as
recomended in the General Counsel's Report
dated December 19, 1996.

Commissioners Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, and Thoma voted

affirmatively for the decision; Cmmssioner Aikens did not

cast a vote.

Attest:

Marj o e W. Zm~s
Secretary t the Ccmisei

Date

Received in the Secretariat: Thurs., Dec. 19, 1996
Circulated to the Commission: Thurs., Dec. 19, 1996
Deadline for vote: Fri., Dec. 20, 1996

bjr

2s27 p.s.41,0 p.S.
4100 p.a.

T.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

December 20, 1996
VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Lauren E. Willis, Esquire
Brown. Goldstein & Levy, LLP
300 Maryland Bar Center
520 West Fayette Street
Baltimore. Maryland 21201

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Willis:

On December 20, 1996, the Federal Election Commission rejected your Motion to File
Out of Time and denied as untimely the Motion to Quash Subpoena for Deposition of your
client. Lalit H. Gadhia. Pursuant to I1 C.F.R. § 111.15(a), a motion to quash a subpoena must
be made prior to the time specified therein for compliance, but in no event more than 5 days after
the date of receipt of such subpoena. Your motion to quash was filed on December 1g, 1996,
22 days after your client received notification of the Subpoena on November 27, 1996. Your
client had the Subpoena in hand for more than 10 days before entering the Vohmaw of America
Center. and we had several discussions regarding the rescheduling of the def date for at
least an additional 10 days before you filed this Motion to Quash. At no time during these
discussions, including our agreement to postpone the depoition, did you er samadw *e
Subpoena would be contested.

Please note that the Cniuonis presntly -nv -igtin this W atN pah
has not made a decision as to any sanctions regarding your client. Unde 2 U.&C. 437d, he
Commission has the authority to compel the testimony of a witness in any p -dn g or
investigation whether or not the witness faces any sanctions for his or her role in the matter.
Accordingly, the Commission expects Lalit Gadhia to appear and give swam I -dim1 o8
January 2, 1997, at the United States Anorney's Office, 604 United States Cout in1 101 West
Lombard Street, Baltimore, Maryland. Please notify me immediately if Mr. Ak will no
comply with the Subpoem. I can be reached at (202) 219-3690 if you hare as,

SomDmy,



• *ELL. GOLDSTEIN, FRAZER ekJPHY
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Smxteel Floor Sixth Floor

191 Peecht'e Street, N E 1001 Pennsylvrnl Avenue N W

Attxa Georgia 30303 PLEASE RESPOND Wemwnon Ad*.m Washngon. D C 20004

* 404 5726600 202 347-0066
Facsmle 404 572 -6999 December 24, 1996 Fecwnde 202 624 7222

VIA HAN DEIVRY

Dominique Dillenseger, Esq.
Office of General Counsel -

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

Re: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

* As you know, we represent both Sudhir and Aruna Trivedi. On November 12, 1996,
the Commission found reason to believe that Mr. & Mrs. Trivedi violated 2 U.S.C. I 441f, by
knowingly allowing their names to be used by LaI Gadhia to effect a contribution made in the
name of another person. The Commission's Factual and Legal Analysis in this matter indicates
that the sole basis for this finding is that Mr. & Mrs. Trivedi were both listed in what are

0, referred to as 'Gahdia's records' as having been reimbursed for two $1,000 contributions Mr.
& Mrs. Trivedi made to the Indian-American Leadehp Investmnt Fund (IALIF') in Octber
1994. For the reasons set forth below, the Cm3missio's conclusion is eroneous and cannot
be based on the above-mentioned records, or any oter evidece.

*:" Mr. & Mrs. Trivedi vehemently and emptfically deny that they were reimbr sd in any
way by Mr. Gadhia or any other person for the contribution they made to the IALIF in 1994.
So Affidavit of Sudhir Trivedi at 7; Affidavit of Aruna Tdve at S (atched as EBis
A and B, rspectivey). oreover, cmM to the Onmisi's F 1 and Legal Anals,
twre is no evdene Wr to indicat that eife Mr. or Mrs T ed w= z*I ed &w

* their contributions to the IAIF.

"Gahdia's records, as they ae refere to in the Co iu's Factu and
Analysis, demonstrate nothing more than the fact that Mr. & Mrs. Trivedi did cotribut $1,000
each to the IALIF in Octob 1994. The list of IALIF contribtNon in *G* s records' is

* identical to the list of contributoM reported by the IALIF on its ThirtietDay Repor A- wi

the November 8, 1994 G al Eltion. Them is nodig withinte four coms of the
document referred to as "Gahdia's records' to indicate dot Mr. & Mrs ldi wee ever
reimbured for theem contrbtion= and Wndod they were not. M'g- r, a e IhyFi, Usi
States Attorney and grad jury a in tde Distr of 19l- r, Mr. Gubla's
Sfudraising activities on behalf of the IALIF found no evidene that Mr. & Mrs. Tivd were
reimbursed for their contributions to the IALIF.
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Dominique Dillenseger, Esq.
December 24, 1996
Page 2

Mr. & Mrs. Trivedi cooperated fully with the government's investigation of Mr. Gadhia.
On June 2, 1995, they provided the government with copies of their bank records for the period
following their contributions to the IALIF.

These records do not reflect
any deposit or deposits that have been determined to be a reimbursement for Mr. & Mrs.
Trivedi's October 11, 1994, contributions to the IALIF.

On June 7. 1995. both Mr. & Mrs. Trivedi were interviewed extensively by FBI Special
Agents regarding their contributions to the IALIF. Both Mr.
& Mrs. Trivedi emphatically denied that they were ever reimbursed by Mr. Gadhia or anyone
else for their IALIF contributions.

During the June 7th interviews, Special Agents requested that
Mr. & Mrs. Trivedi provide additional bank records covering the period immediately prior to
their October 11, 1994, contributions to the IALIF. They voluntarily provided these records to
the FBI on June 12, 1995.

These
records do not reflect any deposit or deposits that have been determined to be a reimbursement
for the October 11, 1994, contributions to the IALIF.

The United States Attorney never developed any evidence to indicate any wrongdoing on
the part of either Mr. or Mrs. Trivedi. Neither was ever called to testify before the grand jury
investigating Mr. Gadhia's fundraising activities on behalf of the IALIF. Moreover, neither Mr.
nor Mrs. Trivedi were ever targets of the grand jury's investigation, nor were they ever charged
with any criminal violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act or any other federal statute.
Indeed, when I informed the lead prosecutor in Mr. Gadhia's investigation, Assistant United
States Attorney Joseph Evans, that we had received the Commission's letter of November 25,
1996, indicating the Commission had found reason to believe that Mr. & Mrs. Trved had
violated federal election laws, Mr. Evans confirmed to me that he was unaware d my
dcwms which indicated that Mr. & Mrs. Trivedi were reibnursed for amy of drcontributions.

That there is no evidence to support the allegation that Mr. & Mrs. Trivedi wer
reimbursed for their contributions to the IALIF should come as no surpris. Unlike mny at
the contributors to the IALIF, Mr. & Mrs. Trivedi are successful business people with the
wherewithal to make sizeable political contributions. Affidavit of Sudhir Trivedi at 2.
Moreover, in contrast to the other contributors to the IALIF, Mr. & Mrs. Trivedi have a Iot
documented history of making political contributions. Over the years, Mr. Trivdi ba
contributed to the campaigns of a number of candidates for federal office, including Rep. Kw"i
Mfume (D-MD), Rep. Helen Delich Bentley (R-MD), Senator Paul Sarbanes (D-MD), uad
Senator Barbara Mikulski (D-MD). Affidavit of Sudhir Trivedi at 3.
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Dominique Dillenseger, Esq.
December 24, 1996
Page 3

There simply is no factual basis to support the Commission's reason to believe finding
that either Mr. or Mrs. Trivedi violated 2 U.S.C. I 441f. To allow such a finding to stan
would be a miscarriage of justice. Accordingly, we request that the Commission reopen this

0 matter, look carefully at the documents, find that there is no probable cause to believe that either
Mr. or Mrs. Trivedi violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f, and terminate this proceeding as it pertains to
them.

I would be glad to meet with you at the earliest opportunity to disuss an expeditious
* conclusion to this matter.

Sincerely,

Charles H. Roistacher

CHR/bk

attachments

cc: Mr. Sudhir Trivedi
Ms. Aruna Trivedi
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

)
)

In Re: The Indian-American Leadership ) MUR 4582
Investment Fund )

AFFIDAVIT OF SUDEIR TRIVEDI

Before me the undersigned authority appeared, Sudhir0
Trivedi, who upon his oath deposes and states as follows:

1. Affiant Sudhir Trivedi has personal knowledge of the

facts set forth in this Affidavit.

2. I am the founder and Chief Executive Officer of Sunbelt

Corporation, a successful manufacturing company specializing in

the dyes and pigments used in the manufacture of textiles.

Sunbelt's corporate offices are located in the World Trade Center

in Baltimore's Inner Harbor. Sunbelt's manufacturing plant is

located in Rock Hill, South Carolina.

3. I have been active in Baltimore civic and political

affairs for many years. I have been a member of the D atic
N Business Leadership Forum since 1992. Over the years, I have

contributed to the campaiqns of a number of candidates for

federal office, including Senator Paul Sarbanes, Senator Barbara

Kikulski, Representative Kweisi Hfume, and Representative een0
Delich Bentley. Because I am a well-known businessman, it is not

unusual for me to be solicited for contributions to a vide

variety of social and political causes.

O4



4. On or about October 11, 1994, I received a telephone

call from Lalit Gadhia. During the course of this telephone

call, Mr. Gadhia requested that my wife, Aruna Trivedi, and I

make contributions to the Indian-American Leadership Investment

Fund.

5. Mr. Gadhia told me that the purpose of the Indian-

American Leadership Investment Fund was to promote young Indian-

Americans into leadership positions in the United States and that

it was a good cause. Mr. Gadhia did not tell me that the Indian-

American Leadership Investment Fund was a federal political

action committee.

6. At that time, I kept a number of signed checks drawn on

my personal account at the First National Bank of Maryland in my

office. Because I was going out of town, I told my wife to make

out one of these pre-signed checks for $1,000 to the Indian-

American Leadership Fund and to send it to Mr. Gadhia. I also

O"- passed along to her Mr. Gadhia's request that we both make

contributions to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund.

7. Neither Mr. Gadhia nor anyone else ever reimbursed me,

in any way, for my contribution to the Indian-American Lead p

Investment Fund.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT

0r

2

o4
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STATE OF MARYLAND )
CITY/COUNTY OF BALTIMORE )

14A
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this - day of (9/, / .k996, before me, the subscriber, a Notary Public ln and for the

it /Count -~and State aforesaid, personally appeared
. -',-$t~vce1& , known to me (or satisfactorily proven) to

be the person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument,
and made oath in due form of law that the matters and facts set
forth in the foregoing Affidavit are true and correct.

AS WITNESS, my hand and Notary Seal.

Notary Public

Print Name
My Commission Expires:
Commission Number: /

21841" 9

*0o
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

)
)

In Re: The Indian-American Leadership ) MUR 4582
Investment Fund )

p )
)

AFFIDAVIT OF ARUNA TRIVEDI

p
Before me the undersigned authority appeared, Aruna Trivedi,

who upon her oath deposes and states as follows:

1. Affiant Aruna Trivedi has personal knowledge of the

facts set forth in this Affidavit.

2. On or about October 11, 1994, my husband, Sudhir

Trivedi, told me that he had received a telephone call from Lalit

Gadhia and that Mr. Gadhia had requested that we both make

contributions to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund.

3. My husband was going out of town, so he asked me to

fill out one of the pre-signed checks drawn on his personal

account he kept in the office to make a $1,000 contribution to

the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund. I filled out the

pre-signed check as he requested.

4. I then made out and signed a separate check made

payable to the Indian American Leadership Investment Fund in the

amount of $1,000. This second check was drawn on the joint

checking account I shared with my husband at Signet Bank.



0 0
5. Neither Mr. Gadhia nor anyone else ever reimbursed me,

in any way, for my contribution to the Indian-American Leadership

Investment Fund.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT

Aruna Trivedi

STATE OF MARYLAND )
CITY/COUNTY OF BALTIMORE )

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this Z tjday of "'W, /
1996, before me, the subscriber, a Notary Public in andwor the
ty/Count*-and State aforesaid, personally appeared

______________ , known to me (or satisfactorily proven) to'be the person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument,
and made oath in due form of law that the matters and facts set
forth in the foregoing Affidavit are true and correct.

AS WITNESS, my hand and Notary Seal.

Print Name J6oo
My Commission Expiresq ta
Commission lumber:

2W1M3

U
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PUWELL. GOLDSTEIN. FRAZER &MURPHY

Se--h lorw ATTORINEY3 AT LAW FILL U PY
11M Pectmu S. N E 1001PW O P YAu NW

Aanma. George 30303 PLEAK POMPflo wao qpn Ad fUw"N. O.C. 20004404 57266O 
2 347.0066Fec0,e 0 572600 

64.722

June 2, 1995

NIA F-n_ RAL ]EXRRE

FBI
7842 Ambassador Road
Baltimore, MD 21244

Re: Sudhir Trivdi ad Anma T. Trivedi

Dear Special Agent

Enclosed please find documents which our clients, Sudhir Trivedi and Aruna Trivedi havelocated which are respuive to the Mbpoeas 1l m isued to them on May 17, 1995.
Consistent with the terms of the subpoenas, by producing these documents now, Mr. and Mrs.
Trivedi need not appear at this time before the federal gra jury. Thee documents emi of:

(1) a copy (f and back) of a check (14815) dated October 11, 1994, payal tothe "Indian Ameran I e_ hi" InVeament' in the am of $1,000, drawn
on the Sige Bank and sindby Arm Trivedi;

(2) a copy of the bank sttement from Sige for the peiod of Octobe 19, 1994 to
November 17, 1994, rflecdni de pasm t of d c ckdeid in (1) dove;

(3) a copy (MMoand a a du ck (107) dMd it 11, l , to do'J Ad L~ h Feu l d,' In Ut min of ,OOEX, ..,-
on de Firn Nationl Bak o d ds ed by Sdkhir T*

(4) a copy of a bunk stemem t from Fist Natn dated October 21, 1994,e
the pyMm of th chck desibd in (3), abo

(5) a copy frMont and back) of a c (1118) dated Pav i , 1994, tthe "Gmmin Campi', in Ut a o $ ; a m UtMN oNfd
Dank of ad dsig d by Sudhir Urved1

(6) a copy of a bank s t hnm Fst Nadon relcting da paynmt of Uh
check denribed in (5), abo; and ..



POWELL. GOLDSTEIN. FRA: * URPHY 0

June 2, 1995
Page 2

(7) a l dated NOvem4be 4, 1994, to Mr. Trivedi signed by Lalit Gada and
Panrs N. Glmdening (on behalf of "Glendening for Governor*), tankin Mr.
Trivedi for his $500 contribution of November 1, 1994.

We will see you at your offices on Wednesday, June 7, 1995, at 8:30 a.m., for the
interviews previously scheduled. If you have any questions, please give me a call.

Sincerely yours,

Charles H. Roistsache

CHR:rmw

cc: AUSA Joseph L. Evans (w/o encls.; via Fax & 1st Class Mail)
Mr. Sudhir Trivedi (w/o ends.; Confidential - 1st Class Mal)
Mrs. Arna Trivedi (wlo ends.; Confidential - 1st Class Mail)

0MM.wst



SELL. GOLDSTEIN. FRAZER 9 JRPHY
AT LAW FILE COPY

&Asqw, Floor
M PWcimes S"mu. N E
AffWt. Gear" 3031

404 572000
Fcmi 404 $729Ml

PLEASE RESPOND W0- -go Adm=

Suim Fooor
1001 Pennsy~fta Avonue N %

*WasungM 0 C 20004
202 347.0066

Facumu 202 624 7222

June 12, 1995

FBI
7842 Ambassador Road
Baltimore, MD 21244

RE: Sudhir Trivetdi and Iruna T. Trivedi

Dear Special Agents

As you requested, enclosed please find the additional bank
statements (September, 1994) from Signet and First National Bank
of Maryland.

If you have any further requests with respect to our
clients, Mr. and Mrs. Trivedi, please give me a call.

Sincerely yours,

Charles H. Roistacher

Enclosures

cc: AUSA Joseph L. Evans (v/o encls.; 1st Class Nail)
Mr. Sudhir Trivedi (v/o encls.; 1st Class Nail)
Mrs. Aruna Trivedi (w/o encls.; 1st Class Mail)

01294

*1~
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MN

November 4, 1994

Mr. Sudhir Trivedi
5 Fox Brier Lane
Baltimore, MD 21236

Dear Sudhir:

Thank you for your generous contribution. I want to express how personally grateful I am

for your financial assistance. Each dollar will help our team reach Marylanders with our message
of change.

As a supporter you know that we will continue to focus our message on the 5 E's. We

must move our State forward by making the education of our children a top priority and by
promoting business and employment opportunities for all. I will commit to you to work

aggressively toward making Maryland communities safe and clean and our government one of

which you can be proud.

Again, thank you for your support. Please note that this letter serves as your recipt with

the amount, check number and receipt number below. If you have any questions or suggestions
as we move forward please feel free to contact my Headquarters at
(301) 277-5582.

Sincere,

Lat Gadhia
Treasurer

Receipt 9283 issued for check 118 in the amount of $500.00 on 11/01/94.
Please note that contributions to candidates and committees are not tax deductible.

PasN.Ouama



SHERROD BROW P
13th District, Ohio

6i

DE 9. 10l,; At

December 23, 1996

L-

LL

CL

Federal Elections Commission
999 E Street NW
Washington, DC 20463

RE: MUR 4582

Please find enclosed a copy of the letter we mailed to you on May
16, 1996, for forwarding to U.S. Treasury. The Friends of Sherrod
Brown followed the advice of the FEC at the time the leqality of
this contribution was raised.

Please also note that our records reflect that the contribution in
question was in the amount of $2,000, not the $3,000 you mention.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

A"istant Treamrer



CITIZIENS FOR SENATOR WOFFORD
1420 WALNUT ST. SUITE 808

PHILADELPHIA, PA 19102

THREE THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRErJ DOLLARS

003915PENNSYLVANIA NATIONALBANK
Harnsburg, PA _ 1 5

60-738
313

*****$3,500.00DATE

U.S. Treasury
PAY
TO THE
ORDER
OF

uO0o39LShh ,:03L3 O ?iL':

>4

/70 0 I -
AHAI U M

12/17/96
AMOUNT
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•~ %HERROD BROVM
13th DiMICt, Ohio

may 16, 1996

United States Treasury
1500 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20220

Dear Sir:

On the advice of the Federal Election Commission, enclosed
please find a check in the amount of $2,000, which reflects an
unsolicited contribution made to the Friends of Sherrod Brown
committee in 1994.

It has come to my attention that this contribution should not
have been made. Since ye do not knov to whom the check should be
returned, we are sending it to the US Treasury to use toward
deficit reduction.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

Lib ounes
Assistant Treasurer

-BROWN FOR CONGRES IlaU 2464

.,-:.. Z . I - .. 11412

. . - - .,, ., . . . .

$__,00-.

rw •: " ': --i ' = . " = . . .-4 ;' - ..
On 1
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DJEC 30 959 AN'5

CITIZENS FOR SENATOR WOFFORD

December 18, 1996

Ms. Lois G. Lerner
Fede lI Election Commission
999 E S'eet, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Lerner:

-~1

0 -

K

Pursuant to your letter dated December 2, 1996, enclosed please find a check
made payable to the U.S. Treasury in the amount of S3,500.

If you have any questions about the enclosed please contact me at (202) 434-
1658.

AMA:ama

i/aETrLoIl



- Jim
MCDERMOT

December 27, 1996

Ms Lois G. Lerner, Asst General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington DC 20463

Ms Lerner:

N Per our conversation, I enclose herewith a copy of (1) your
letter of December 2, 1996; (2) a copy of my note and the check
which I sent to Mr. Chandra; and (3) a copy of Mr. Chandra's
letter to me of October, 1996.

Please note that the check has been cashed on December
the 6th, 1996.

If I can of further assistance, or you require me to do
anything else on behalf of Friends for Jim McDermott, please
contact me at

or write to me at this address.

Thank you.

Respectfully,.



JIMot
McDERMOTT

/20
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FRIENDS FOR JIM MC DERMOTT
CLERKS REG 125733 FEC REG C00223073

P 0. BOX 21756
SEATTLE, WA 96111-3786

DATE y .mgemcx_ 2-_t± 19 9 6
PAYTO THE "ldi... .

~OIn .... n-American Leadershi.p Investmen-t F und____. . 2O000

two thousand and fo/100 - bOLLARS "

~~ ~Ke@VWm ot Wwigon
Seafi. Woshwngel 9604

FOR-ref und .oil ;onrtr .bvtion .
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0
Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund

357 S. Curson Ave., Apt. 12A • Los Angeles, CA 90036-5206
213-934-6599

20 October 1996

URGENT AND SENSITIVE

Honorable Jim McDermott
McDermott for Congress
P.O. Box 2178b
Seattle, W A 98111

Dear Congressman Md)ermott:

As you know, our Fund made a contribution of $2,000 to your campaign in the fall of 1994. 1
am writing to request immediate return of that contribution because, unbeknowst to us, the
individual who raised the monies did so in an illegal manner. That individual has recently
pleaded guilty to federal charges in connection with his fundraising activities.

We sincerely apologize for any inconvenience this may cause your campaign. Upon receipt of
the returned contribution, we intend to disburse such funds to charity, as we have been
advised to do by the Federal Election Commission.

If you or your treasurer have any questions regarding this matter, please leave a message for me
me at the telephone number, above, and I will return your call promptly.

With best regards,

Mr. Subodh Chandra,

Treasurer

endosures

Iodftwby Ohe Indain-Awiw L~mra knb Fwidm no uuftu~db ges oes



IRWIN GREEN & DEXTER, LL.P
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

SUITE 520, B & 0 BUILDING

2 NORTH CHARLES STREET

BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21201-4754
DAVID B IRWIN TELEPHONE

ROBERT B GREEN (410) 625-48 0

VICKI L DEXTER TELECOPIER

JOSEPH MURTHA 
(410) 625-4806

It

January 2, 1997

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

RE: Uday Gadhia; MUR: 4582

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Enclosed please find the original executed Statement of
Designation of Counsel for Uday Gadhia in the above-captioned
matter.

I will be calling you the week of January 6, 1997 to discuss
this matter.

Ve truly yours,

David B. Irwin

DBI/dcc
Enclosure
13013
cc: Uday Gadhia
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So rDERAL; .

!longress uan 4AfS wV

John P. Murtha 6 9z3M,'

P.O. Box 1091
Johnstown, PA 15907
814/539-8196
Fax: 814/539-2121

December 31, 1996

Federal Election Committee
999 F Street, N. W.

,sh ington, DC 20463

RE: MURTHA FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE
MUR 4582

(;ent I emen:

This letter is in reply to your letter of December 2, 1996, a copy of which
is attached. On October 30, 1996 the Murtha for Congress Committee issued a
check to the Indian American Leadership Investment Fund in the amount of
$1,000.00. This was a refund of the November 1, 1994 contribution received.
Our committee received a letter directly from the American Leadership
Investment Fund requesting this refund.

We are now submitting to you a check in the amount of $2,000.00 made payable
to the United States Treasury. This check will cover the refunds of contributions
from Sachindar Gupta ($1,000.00) and Vinay Wahi ($1,000.00).

If you need any additional information please contact me.

Very truly yours,
MURTHA FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE

A4 4'
ROBERT C. ONDICK, TREASURER

RCO/kmk

Enclosures
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MURTHA FOR CONGRESS COMMITTEE
OT FINANCIAL PLAZA

JOHNSTOWN. PA 15901 DECEMBER 31,

UNITED STATES TREASURY

3768

96 60 105 313 1
19

$ 2,000.00

TWO THOUSAND AND 00/100 ----- -------- [--........... .. DOLLARS "":.

J0"OMO SAM OW 10M COUNY
JOHNSTOWN. M% 1ii1 'S

REFUNDS OF 1994 CONTRIBUTIONS FOR

FOR A H l. AA_ U?4QA , 9K.)A..
VINAY WAHl 1,000.)
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MONSHOWER & MILLER, LLP
ArTmNYS AT LAW

10440 Lais PArTxwr PARKWAY
30 CORPORT CMM. SuM 500

Cwidm MD 21044-3561

AlV C MONSHowI) i TEL. 410-730-48W O MM CO'NS
RK-HAD L. MILLE FAX 410-730-1093 Too" L CRowE
GERARD G MA;IR(X;A%

December 19, 1996

BY FACSIMILE AND REGULAR MAIL
FAX (2021 219-3923 LAD

Doninique Dillenscgcr, Esquire _
Federal Election Commission
Washington. D.C. 20634

Re: MUR 4582
Dr. S.V. Ramamurthy, Respome
Our File No.: 1902.001

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Pursuant to the Commission's November 25, 1996 letter to Dr. my and our
telephone conversations last week, this letter constitutes Dr. mamannrthy's foal request for p-
probable cause conciiation, as provided for in 11 C.F.R. § 11I.18(d).

As the Commission's letter indicates, Dr. Rmanirthy has bem futly forthoming
regarding the matters under investigation, having already provided the GovaeuaM with a
complete disclosure of his activities in an imerview with the Uiod Son ary and also
testified before a federal gra 1i y. I = r fo I can obtain fau-il -do - - of Dr.
Ramanrthy's cooperation with t mown 0 r- Asuiam Unid 309 Amomy Josepb
L. Evans, should te Coinsuis feel it mceuary.

In accordame with our conrt--- of last wee1 this lewr will ou&m tat Dr.
Ramamurthy and I are willing to discuss tl mantter frtler with rqxu -tv of the
Commission, either persomlly at a time and place convenie to all oa or over t t
telepone at an agreed upon tim.



Dominique Dillenseger, Esquire
December 19, 1996
Page 2

Given Dr. Ramamurthy's extensive cooperation with the Govermnent for a period of
months preceding his knowledge of, and perhaps preceding the initiation of, the Commission's
investigation, we would submit that the equitable conclusion of the Matter Under Review would
be its closing without any finding of a violation or monetary penalty.

Very truly yours,

mnas L. Crowe

TLC/baw

cc: S.V. Ramamurthy, DDS

,,%04%
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January 15, 1997

BY FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION (202) 219-3923 AND FIRST CLASS MAIL
Dominique Dillenseger, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463

Re: RA4

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

After we spoke yesterday, I spoke to my client, Lalit

Gadhia, about your proposed conditions under which he might read

and sign the transcript of his deposition. Mr. Gadhia cannot

agree to read and sign the transcript under the conditions you

propose.

Therefore, Mr. Gadhia will not read and sign the transcript

nor will he warrant that the statements contained therein were

transcribed accurately. In light of the court reporter's

difficulties with non-Anglo-Saxon names and certain vocabulary,
it is quite likely that the transcript contains numerous errors.

Very truly yours,

Lauren E. Willis

0
Nftft ,

CI c- a~ f



LAW OFFICES

CHRISTENSEN. MILLER, FINK. JACOBS. GLASER. WElL & SHAPIRO, LLP

2121 AVENUE OF THE STARS

EIGHTEENTH FLOOR

LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 0067-5OIO

(3101 5883- 3000

FAX 13101 550-392O

DIRECT DIAL NUMBER SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE

680 CALIFORNIA STREET. STE 3200

SAN FRANCISCO. CALIFORNIA 041016
TCLEP4ONE (4151 &665- 1377

(310) 556-7896 FAX ,415) 302 -1021

January 23. 1997

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Ms. Dominique Dillenseger 
u:

Federal Election Commission "

999 E Street. NW i,,-

Washington. DC 20463 b 1b

Re: Indian-American Leadership Investrnent Fund

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Per your conversation with counsel yesterday, we are writing to reiterate that Indian-

American Leadership Investment Fund ("IAUF*) funds are being frozen, and will neither be

disgorged nor expended until we have had the opportunity to request and receive a formal

advisory opinion from the Federal Election Commission ("the Commisio" or "FEC")

- regarding disgorgement issues.

There is an inconsistency between the Commission's gRm stated position with

regard to disgorgement of the IALIF fums a to Lalit (adhia's if ad
activities (namely, that JAUF: should dsorge funs to the Unied Stn Tmmy), am its

" Uioly stated position (that KAIJF my disgoe s 1 c h1ity). r L.frm
Dominique Dill ge to Subodi Chuda of Dec. 13, 1996 wit AO 19-519, at p. 4 sl
5.)

You have represented to us that this change in posture is a to the

Commission's "Reason To Believe" ("RTB") fmdxin that JAUF bea legal r apoinibity, on

an "agency" theory, for Mr. Gadhia's misdeeds.' As we have preisl I to you,
we strongly dispute this finding on the ground, aimog otes, that we, t 1ALF, were

victims of Mr. Gadhia's misdeeds. Therfore, we bdive that ft "lTD flot and the

disgorgement issue are inexticably lited, and mat be ad lrmdu ki .

Much to our contined, bafflement, you have also p u in our.
conversations that despite the chahe P in .Commllon's M m1a0 tMi, the "T'O
finding is of little legal o W" am! -re 'y a :p
time, we do no addis h pm~



Ms. Dominique Dillenseger
January 23, 1997
Page 2

We are currently gathering information that we expect will assist us in the preparation

of our analysis of the misguided RTB finding, and hence, also with our formal request for an
advisory opinion regarding the disgorgement issue.

In the meantime, and again, please be assured that IALIF funds attributable to Mr.

Gadhia's illegal activities will not be expended or otherwise disgorged until these issues are
resolved.

Separately, please be sure to send us copies of correspondence from campaign
c:,'mr't~ee ,~h-t ir. respnding to .' our request for diorernent to the Treamiirv. so that we

may have some understanding as to why we have not heard back from some of these
committees. Please also notify us in writing as to which campaign committees have
disgorged the illegal funds to the Treasury.

This letter, and the views expressed herein, are communicated with full reservation of

rights.

We hope that your New Year has been thus far prosperous and happy.

Very truly yours.

Subodh Chandra
(Treasurer for Indian-American Leadership

Investment Fund)

SC:bas



BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
6901 Charles Street, Towson, MD 21204

Joan L. Powell, Coordinator, Community Relations Telephone: 887-4310; Fax: 857-4308

January 22,1997

TO: Dominique Dillenseger, Federal Election Commission
FROM: Joan L. Powell er,

RE: MUR 4582

Enclosed is a check in the amount of $3000.00 to cover the "impermidible
contributions" received by the Mfume For Congress campaign committ"
from the following:

Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ($1000.00)
Sachindar Gupta ($1000.00)
Pradeep Perera ($1000.00)

In response to an inquiry from a Mr. Subodh Chandra of the Indian-
American Leadership Investment Fund, I have informed him that I have
remitted the money in question to the United States Treasury and that he
should contact the FEC should he have questions.
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IRWIN GREEN & DEXTER, L.L.P
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

SUITE 520, B & 0 BUILDING

2 NORTH CHARLES STREET

BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21201-1754
DAVID B IRWIN TELEPHONE

ROBERT B GREEN (410) 2-400

VICKI L DEXTER TELECOPIER

JOSEPH MURTHA (410) 65-406

January 29, 1997

Dominique Dillenseger, Esquire
Federal Election Commission El
999 E. Street, N.W. I.

Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: Uday Gadhia; NUR: 4582

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

As we discussed this letter is a follow-up to my initial
letter of January 2, 1997 and our recent telephone conversation
with regard to the above-captioned matter.

First let me inform you that Uday Gadhia is an individual
who has never been in any kind of trouble or difficulty with the
legal system. He works as a lab technician and makes a very modest
salary upon which he supports his wife and two children. His
involvement with the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund
("IALIF") was premised entirely upon his relationship with his
uncle Lalit Gadhia. As you are fully aware, Mr. Gadhia was a
highly regarded and politically well-connected attorney who asked
his young nephew Uday to make a $500.00 contribution to the IALIF,
for which Mr. Lalit Gadhia told Uday he would be reiabsed.

The naive and youthful Uday had no rason to t4 etan the
propriety of this procedure, bease his honored wAdl be e wmale
had instructed him what to do. Likevise, when Mr. Lalit Gadhia
asked him if any of Uday's friends would be willing to help Indian
politicians in the same way, Mr. Uday Gadhia had no clue that there
was anything inappropriate in asking his friends to make similarly
reimbursed contributions.

Naturally, Uday Gadhia now understands that It is
inappropriate to allow ones name to be used to make K
contributions. This was made quite clear during hisftll a
complete cooperation with the Federal Govement in ' 1 Jmm
prosecution of his own uncle, Lalit Gadhia. The Amsstant United
States Attorney for District of Maryland who was in e of this
investigation is Joseph L. Evans at the United State tt y's
Office for District of Maryland, 604 U.S. Court k3oem, 111 W.



Dominique Dillenseger, Esquire
January 29, 1997
Page 2

Lombard Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2692 at (410) 962-4822,
ext. 395. Uday Gadhia was a completely truthful, willing and
cooperative witness for the United States in the investigation of
his uncle's case. Mr. Evans would be glad to confirm this.

Under all the circumstances surrounding this sad matter, it
would seem most appropriate that Mr. Uday Gadhia be simply
reprimanded and warned that this type of activity is not allowed in
this country and that his naive and singular action should never be
repeated. I assure you that it never will.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation and understanding.

Very truly yours,

David B. Irwin

DBI/dcc
cc: Uday Gadhia
13038
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February 12. 1997

Dominic Dillenseger, Esquire
1ederai Eiection Commission
999 E Street. N.W.
Washington. D.C. 20463

Re: Satish Bahd and Vinay Wahi
MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

This letter follows my previous letter to you dated December 9, 1996, and our
telephone conversation on February 6, 1997.

On February 6, 1997, you contacted me to advise me that the Federal Election
Commission was in the process of conducting an investigation, and gathering information with
regard to this Firm's clients, Satish Bah! and Vinay Wahi. You requested the right to
interview Messrs. Bahl and Wahi with regard to the factual and legal analysis oulited in
MUR 4582. Thereafter, I immediately contacted Messrs. Bahl and Wahi to uctatain whether
they would be able to meet with you in cotuection with the invetigatioa.

Please be advised that Satish Bahl is presently in New Delhi, India with his
wife. The Bahls are attending the wedding of their nephew in Amritsar, India, and are not
scheduled to return to the United States until the middle of March. In that context, I suggest
that I would make myself available to meet with you in lieu of Messrs. Bahl and Wahi. As I
indicated to you during our telephone conversation, I represented these PentlHaPan in
connection with the Federal Government's criminal prosecution of LaI Gadia. As a result, I
am well aware of the facts alleged in the FEC investigation, and am willi to Aoopert fily
with you in connection with that investigation. I sggest that after we onet, yo will be abl
to make your own a on whether any violation were committed an & dhe
activities alleged in the factual analysis. Further, assuming, for the sake of agusm, dot th
allegations, if true, result in a technical violation of the Federal Election laws, there is no
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Dominic Dillenseger, Esquire
February 12, 1997
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indication, whatsoever, that any of the alleged activities were committed "knowingly" or
"willfully."

I look forward to hearing from you so that we may arrange a mutually
convenient time for us to meet in connection with the investigation.

Very truly yours,

Stuart R. Berger

154020:DS2 3auc 1/0366 ms

cc: Mr. Satish Bahl
Mr. Vinay Wahi



U.S. Depar1 of Juice

United States Attorney
District of Marykd
Northern Division

Lyn* A. Baragbha 6625 Uuted Statle Cooorthaam (410) 962.4822
Unted States Anor'ey 101 West Lombard St

Baltimove. MD 21201.2692 (410) 962-2458 Ert. 395
Joseph L Evans FAX (410) 962-3124

Asisttant United States Ator^ey

February 12, 1997 Q;

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

Re: Indian American Leadership Investment Fund
Subodh Chandra, Treasurer
MIR 4582

.. Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

)I am writing this letter to you regarding the Federal Election
Commission's (FEC) Reason To Believe (ORTBO) finding that the
Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (IALIF) and its

* treasurer, Subodh Chandra, Esquire, are in violation of 2 U.S.C. SS
441e and 441f.

As you know, this Office prosecuted Lalit H. Gadhia, a

, Baltimore, Maryland attorney for causing false statements to be
made to the FEC in the context of the 1994 federal election cycle.
Reduced to its most fundamental terms, the evidence oaqiled in the
criminal investigation and presented at Mr. Gadhia's guilty plea,
established that Mr. Gadhia injected money received from an Indian
emasy official into the American electoral process through a
series of nominees. The nominees were procured by Mr. Gadhia or by
friends of his. Once the nominee contributions were obtained, the
checks from those nominees were, in part, contributed to the IALIF
for ultimate disbursement to federal candidates. Neither Mr.
Chandra, nor any person associated with the IALIF, knew that the
donations procured by Mr. Gadhia were from nominees or that the
original source of the funds was the Indian massy. Ind*ed, Mr.
Chandra supplied correspondence between the IALIF and Mr. Gadhia in
which r. Chandra insisted upon more complete bioaical
information pertaining to certain of the contributors b us of
the need to disclose such information accurately to the FEC.

Imdiately upon the IALIF' s discovery of the possibility tbt



illegal contributions were funneled through the IALIF, the IALIF
reported the matter to the FEC. In a similar vein, the IALIF and
Mr. Chandra cooperated completely and forthrightly with the
criminal investigation. It is beyond question that the very serious
criminal conduct committed by Mr. Gadhia could not have been as
successfully prosecuted as it was without the complete and candid
cooperation of Mr. Chandra and the IALIF. You should understand, as
well, that Mr. Chandra was the subject of much opprobrium in the
Indian community because of his immediate decision, made without
regard for personal self-interest, to report the possibility of
illegally procured funds to the FEC and to assist this Office in
the criminal investigation. Certainly Mr. Chandra could have been
far more self-protective; he could have been coy or grudging in the
supplying of information and documents; and he could have attempted
to hedge his position so as to comply with the law while still
shielding himself, the IALIF, or Mr. Gadhia. Without question, the
openness and forthrightness with which Mr. Chandra dealt with the
unfortunate situation was done with measurable personal loss for
himself.

)The IALIF, generally, and Mr. Chandra, in particular, trusted
Mr. Gadhia who traded on that trust in order to achieve his own
objectives. Mr. Gadhia was something of a mentor to Mr. Chandra,
and it is clear to those of us involved in the criminal
investigation that Mr. Gadhia cynically manipulated the IALIF in
order to achieve ends that he knew neither the IALIF nor Mr.
Chandra would tolerate. As a result, the IALIF, Mr. Chandra, and
the other officials of the IALIF are most appropriately viewed as
victims of Mr. Gadhia's actions.

I do not purport to understand the intricacies of the FEC
process. It is, I suppose, understandable at a technical or
theoretical level, for some kind of strict liability finding to be
entered against the IALIF as an entity. However, before such a
finding -- whether the finding is against the IALIF, or Mr.
Chandra, or both -- is lodged in the public record, the equities of
such action should be assessed in the overall context. The IALIF,
for example, was a very small "A, which, on its own, made only
nominal, and largely symbolic, contributions. For that reason, it
is difficult, as a practical matter, to separate the IALIF as a
formal entity, from Mr. Chandra as the most visible member of that
entity. Accordingly, this is a far different situation from that in
which a named officer of a sophisticated and moneyed entity accepts
responsibility for illegal conduct within that organization where
the public knows that that individual is simply designated to do
so. In the present situation, the scale of activity of the IALIF is
so small that the potential stigma to Mr. Chandra, even in the
context of a strict liability finding against the IALIF, is such
that it is more reasonable to make no such finding.

Finally, considerations of fairness ought to inform any action



taken by the FEC. In that regard, it is difficult to imagine
circumstances more compelling than those present here. In this
situation, the PAC and Mr. Chandra made every effort to comply with
the law, and upon discovery of possible wrongdoing, they cooperated
extensively with all official inquiries. For the FEC to take
punitive action -- no matter how lenient the FEC may itself view
that action -- may well convey an unintended message to other PACs
which find themselves in a position to report wrongdoing possibly
attributable to them. More importantly, such action simply does not
seem to comport with common sense notions of essential justice.

I bring these matters to your attention in the spirit of
cooperation between federal agencies both of whose missions are to
insure that the public is protected from unethical and unscrupulous
campaign practices. I trust that you will forward this letter to
Chairman McGarry and the other commissioners, and obviously, it is
my desire that the FEC consider this letter in reaching any
decisions regarding the IALIF and Mr. Chandra. Of course, if
Chairman McGarry or any of the other commissioners would like
additional information, I would be happy to provide it.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,

Lynne A. Battaglia
United States Attorney

By:
J-O"se h\ . Evans
A~sis ant United States Attorney

cc: Subodh Chandra, Esquire



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

February 21. 1997

BY FACSIMILE AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Charles H. Roistacher, Esquire
Powell, Goldstein, Frazer & Murphy
1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Sixth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20004

RE: MUR 4582
Sudhir Trivedi
Aruna Trivedi

Dear Mr. Roistacher:

In your letter of December 24, 1996, regarding the above-captioned matter, you provided
copies of bank records of Sudhir and Aruna Trivedi, your clients, covering the pead t

Trivedis made their contributions to the Indian-American Leadmp Investmet Fund ("IALF").
Your letter states that "these records do not reflect any deposit or deposits that have been
determined to be a reimbursement for Mr. & Mrs. Trivedi's October 1!, 1994, cotributiom to
IALF."

We appreciate your making availabae teraids To mco..ew p1 mew ath

matter, we need documnatfin d t SI 000 deposit t t Trivedi's Si Bk nm t am

October 25, 1994. Pleasestate wh er this wa a check or cume dmy eposi wmi e iaN e of
the deposit. Also please provide copies of the documents involved in t deposit I can be
reached at (202) 219-3690 if you have any questions.

Sincey,

Attre
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

February 21, 1997

BY FACSIMILE AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Gerard P. Martin, Esquire
Martin, Junghans, Snyder & Bernstein, P.A.
Redwood Tower, Suite 2000
217 East Redwood Street
Baltimore. Maryland 21202

RE: MUR 4582
Sachindar Gupta

Dear Mr. Martin:

In your response to the Commission's reason to believe notification in the above-

captioned matter, you state that your client, Sachindi Gupta, told the United States Attorney's

Office and the Federal Grand Jury "that he was not one of those who was reimbkzued for
contributions made through the Indian-American Leadership Investment FuAd." You also

request that the Commission "withdraw" its " 'reason to believe' letter" ad thl I oo you by

telephone to discuss this matter further. I have tried to reach you by teipm on avul

occasions and left messges with your secretwy. To dale, you have m IamsdL

As you know, the moon to believe flm is a tmre i flatla t t - h---
The Commission is cuaenly investigating this and hm not made a tiro deciam
regarding Mr. Gupta. At this time, you have not submitted any dom emas Po uoprt YoM
contention that Mr. Gupta was not reimbursed for his uibummtiow. M msw1, Mr. Oi's
assertion that he did not make any reimbured - throuth the I wAmdu
Leadership Investment Fund is not germane to this maie because all of W. Oil's
contributions were made directly to candidate 1c nuniu ees (see pqp 2 of Uh Fa md Lel
Analysis).
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If Mr. Gupta wishes to cooperate in the Commission's investigation, we ask that he

provide us with copies of relevant documentation, i.e., bank records, statements, deposit slips,

check registers, copies of checks etc. covering the period during which the contributions were

made (September-December 1994). To expedite this matter, please respond to this letter by close

of business on Friday, February 28, 1997. Our facsimile number is (202) 219-3923. 1 can be

reached at (202) 219-3690 if you have any questions.

Sincerely.

Dominique Dillenseger
Attorney

-,.
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TmL 410-730-4860
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February 25, 1997

OF, CoUNS.
Tbecmm L. Caowt

BY FACSIMILE AND REGULAR MAIL
(202) 219-3923

Dominique Dillenseger, Esq.
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D. C. 20463

Re: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

This letter will confirm that on
conduct a telephone interview of Dr.

Tuesday, March 4, 1997 at 6"30 p. you will
Ramamurthy.

Dr. Ramamurthy will be at my office and I understand you wil p the
telephone call.

Please contact me by Thursday, February 27, if you have any lpsatom rlw
be on the West Coast ftom February 28 through March 3 and may b
reach during that pefiod.

very tUly yours

Thomas L Crowe

cc: S.V. Ramamurthy, DDS .. A.
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SUITE 520, B a 0 BUILDING

2 NORTH CHARLES STREET

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201-3754
DAVID B IRWIN TELEPHONE

ROBERT 8 GREEN (410) 02-40W

VICKI L DEXTER TELECOPIER

JOSEPH MURTHA (410) 2-4006

February 21, 1997

CMI

Dominique Dillenseger, Esquire
Federal Election CommissionC
999 E. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: Uday Gadhia; MUR: 
4582

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Thank you very much for meeting with me and my client, Uday
Gadhia last Wednesday in Baltimore. We appreciated the chance to
speak with you and explain Uday's unfortunate and ignorant role in
the matter you are investigating.

As we discussed, by this letter I am officially informing
you that Mr. Gadhia would like to pursue pre-probable cause
conciliation in this matter pursuant to 11 C.F.R. Section
111.18(d).

-Thank you for your kind and anticipated consideration in

this matter.

Very truly yours,

David 5. Irwin

DBI:lac
cc: Mr. Uday Gadhia
13066
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FAX 1410) 385-0869

"AL1,(O A[DMITTE) IN D & ALSO ADMUW4D IN DC

February 24, 1997 1"-
o

Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MURA4

Dear Commissioners:

On behalf of our client, Lalit H. Gadhia, we are writing to
request that your office withdraw the reason-to-believe letter
you have issued, and/or find no probable cause, in the above-
referenced matter.

We have serious concerns about the FEC's belated pursuit of
this matter. When these charges first arose, we repeatedly urged
the Department of Justice to refer this matter to the FEC for
civil prosecution rather than criminal prosecution. DOJ refused
to do so, and the FEC never expressed any interest in the matter.
We then negotiated a plea agreement with DOJ in reliance on the
fact that only DOJ was pursuing charges, and that DOJ was
representing all of the interests of the United States. In fact,
at the plea and sentencing hearing in this matter, the AUSA
prosecuting Mr. Gadhia repeatedly referred to his decisions and
positions as those of "the Government" and "the United States.0
It is outrageous for the FEC, having known of these charges since
at least May of 1995, and then having stood idly by for a year
and a half as Mr. Gadhia negotiated a plea agreement in good
faith with DOJ, to now pile on additional civil charges.

Furthermore, assessing additional penalties against Mr.
Gadhia at this time would be wringing blood from a stone. Mr.
Gadhia is already serving a sentence of three months of
incarceration, six months of home detention with electronic
monitoring, and two years of supervised probation pursuant to his
guilty plea in this matter. He has been disbarred and hM
thereby lost his source of livelihood. As found by the District
Court judge in determining not to impose a fine, Mr. Gadhia has
no assets.

'*~j~***-~** ~>--* -
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Enclosed please find a formal response to the so-called
Factual and Legal Analysis upon which you claim to have relied in
making your reason to believe finding.

Very truly yours,

Daniel F. Goldstein
Lauren E. Willis

Enclosure

cc: Dominique Dillenseger, Esq. (w/ encl.)



LALIT H. GADHIA'S RESPONSE TO THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION'S FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT: Lalit Gadhia NUR: 4582

The Federal Election Commission (hereinafter "FEC") has

issued a "reason to believe" letter in the above-referenced MUR,

and has appended thereto a so-called "Factual and Legal Analysis"

(hereinafter "Analysis"). This Analysis is neither factually nor

legally accurate. Although Respondent, Lalit H. Gadhia, pointed

out many of the factual inaccuracies in his deposition, taken on

January 2, 1997, by Dominique Dillenseger, Esquire, of the FEC's

General Counsel's Office, he has been denied a copy of the

transcript of that deposition, and has no confidence that the

relevant portions of that transcript will be placed before the

Commissioners when they make their probable cause determination.

Therefore, he is, by and through his undersigned counsel,

submitting this Response.

The first false statement and legal inaccuracy in the

Analysis is the first sentence of that Analysis: "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." To the contrary,

this matter was generated by complaint under 2 U.S.C. 5

437g(a) (1), not in the normal course of the FEC's activities



under 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (2). The FEC received a complaint from

Subodh Chandra, President of IALIF, regarding this matter and

identifying Lalit Gadhia as respondent in or before May 1995.'

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R. §S 111.5-111.6,

the FEC was required to notify Mr. Gadhia, as a respondent

identified in the complaint, within five days of receipt of the

complaint, and to provide him with an opportunity to respond to

the allegations contained therein. Mr. Gadhia never received

such notice and opportunity to respond, and the FEC is now, over

a year and a half (500 plus days) after the five day notification

period expired, legally time-barred from pursuing this matter.

See Rose v. Federal Elections Comm'n, 608 F. Supp. 1, 6 (D.C.D.C.

1984) (on remand) ("The enforcement provisions of the (Federal

Elections Campaign Act] are studded with short deadlines

evidencing Congress's expectation that the Commission would

exercise with good speed its power to investigate and conduct

hearings expeditiously, encourage voluntary compliance and zeport

apparent violations for specific enforcement. Section 437g(a)

' If Mr. Chandra's complaint, which has not been publicly

released by the FEC, was not in the form required by 2 U.S.C. 5
437g(l), the FEC had the obligation to inform Mr.Chandra of the
requirements of that subsection. To do otherwise is to render
the five day notification requirement a nullity, as the vast
majority of complainants will not be so familiar with Title 2 as
to know the form required.



allows the Commission only five days after the receipt of a

complaint tc notify the person charged in the complaint."); id.

at 11 & 12 (holding that 175 day delay between FEC's receipt of

complaint and issuance of reason to believe letter was

unreasonable delay and contrary to law).

The next faztua" inaccuracy is the statement that Mr. Gadhia

promised to re-..b1urse each person he solicited to contribute

mcney to candidates during the 1993-94 election cycle. To the

contrary, Mr. Sadhia spent most of the election cycle engaging in

the demccratic process in an appropriate manner--by encouraging

people - support various candidates with personal financial

contribut'nons. Near the end of the cycle, Mr. Gadhia violated

the law by of'fering to reimburse several people for their

contributions. Although at that time, Mr. Gadhia did not

consider whether or not this was a violation of any statute, Mr.

Gadhia did knowingly cause a false statement to be filed with the

FEC, a federal agency. Mr. Gadhia has admitted his crime and has

been fully and completely prosecuted by the United States

Government and punished therefor.

Next the Analysis claims that the Statement of Facts served

as the basis of Mr. Gadhia's plea agreement. While guilty pleas

are often based on a Stipulated Statement of Facts, stipulated to



by both the defendant and the United States Government, there was

no stipulation here. Mr. Gadhia was not asked to affirm--nor did

he affirm--the accuracy of the Statement of Facts, but only his

guilt of the offense charged in the Information. Because Mr.

Gadhia was led to believe that the criminal charge was the only

punishment that the United States Government was seeking to

impose upon him, and because the precise facts in the Statement

of Facts were for the most part irrelevant to the criminal

charge, he had no reason to verify their accuracy.

The next false statement is the statement that the funds

originated from Devendra Singh. To the contrary, Mr. Gadhia was

led to believe that the funds originated from wealthy Indian-

Americans who had already donated up to the limits for a single

election, and that Mr. Singh was merely delivering their money to

Mr Gadhia. Mr. Gadhia had no evidence that Mr. Singh could have

afforded to donate the money on his own, nor that he would have

had any reason to donate his money to American political

candidates.

The claim that there is a link between the Indian

and the funds is also a false statement. To Mr. Gadhia's

knowledge, there is no link between the money and the y.

Although Mr. Gadhia's secretary sent Mr. Singh an Airborne

4
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Express package at the Embassy, this is because Mr. Singh works

at the Embassy, and therefore the Embassy will accept Airborne

Express packages there for Mr. Singh, as they presumably would do

for any employee. In fact, Mr. Gadhia expressly asked Mr. Singh

whether the money was government money, and Mr. Singh told him it

was not.

The next false statement is the statement that "Mr. Gadhia's

documents reflect a total of $60,800 of reimbursed

contributions." Although the Analysis does not explain what

documents it is referring to, Mr. Gadhia knows that he reimbursed

only between $44,000 and $45,000 of contributions. He knows this

because he was given a total of $60,000 from Mr. Singh, and he

returned between $15,000 and $16,000 to Mr. Singh. Although Mr.

Gadhia was able to generate approximately $60,000 of

contributions to support IALIF and individual candidates, a

number of the individuals that Mr Gadhia offered to reimburse for

their contributions declined reimbursement. The United States

Government, after its prompt and thorough criminal investigation,

never claimed that the reimbursements exceeded $46,400.2

2 Although this number is slightly larger than the actual
amount, the difference may be to a mathematical or other mistake.
Mr. Gadhia had no reason to battle with the United State ower
the accuracy of this number because it could not affect his guilt

5
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It is also a false statement that Mr. Gadhia listed any

contributions in his personal records as being reimbursed.

Although again the Analysis does not explain what records it is

referring to, Mr. Gadhia denies making any such records, and the

Federal Bureau of Investigation, which seized Mr. Gadhia's

records for purposes of criminal prosecution by the United States

Government, made no claim that such records existed. Indeed, the

Assistant United States Attorney who prosecuted Mr. Gadhia,

Joseph Evans, has confirmed that he knows of no factual basis for

the Analysis' claim that such records exist.

The statement that an "additional $57,300 contributed to

federal political committees by reimbursed individuals is also

reflected in the federal disclosure reports" is also false.

Since only between $44,000 and $45,000 was reimbursed, the

$57,300 figure is plainly wrong.

The statement that many of the individuals who were

solicited by Mr. Gadhia "confirm the information in Mr. (adhia's

records and the Statement of Factsm is erroneous. As Mr. Gadhia

denies making any such personal records, other individuals could

not possibly confirm these so-called records. Further, as much

or sentence in the criminal case.



of the information in the so-called Statement of Facts is false,

other individuals could not possibly confirm these so-called

facts.

The next false statement is that Mr. Gadhia "solicited,

accepted, and received contributions from a foreign national."

There is no evidence that Mr. Gadhia solicited funds, or that

they came from a foreign national. Rather, Mr. Singh offered the

money to Mr. Gadhia, and Mr. Gadhia accepted it. Mr. Gadhia

certainly did not think that Mr. Singh was offering his own

money--Mr. Singh gave Mr. Gadhia no reason to think he was so

wealthy or so generous. Rather, in light of Mr. Singh's

unequivocal representation that the funds were not government

money, Mr. Gadhia made the only reasonable assumption under the

circumstances--that the funds were from individual Indian-

Americans who had already donated up to the donation limits for

that election. In light of the fact that the money was to be

used to support IALIF and to increase the visibility of Indian-

Americans in the American political process, there was no

incentive for anyone other than Indian-Americans to contribute

funds.

The conjecture that Mr. Gadhia "knew that it was illegal for

the Indian Embassy to contribute funds" incorrectly presumes that

7



the funds came from the Indian Embassy, and is false. Mr. Gadhia

was told that the money was not government money. Mr. Gadhia

knew that it is illegal to act as an agent of a foreign

government without so registering, and he therefore made certain

that the money was not government money prior to accepting it.

Mr. Gadhia's so-called "elaborate"--in fact quite simple--

efforts to mask the source of the funds underscores only that he

knew that the funds needed to be contributed in the names of

others in order for the candidates to accept the funds. At the

time, he was not aware that this was a crime, but he did know

that if Indian-Americans who had already donated up to the

maximum amount for an election cycle donated the money directly,

the money would be returned to them by the individual candidates.

Finally, the statement that "there is reason to believe that

Lalit Gadhia knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. s 441f and

441ex is both factually false and legally baseless. Regarding I

441e, there is no evidence that Mr. Gadhia violated this section,

because there was no indication that the money was from a foreign

source. There is no evidence that Mr. Gadhia knowingly and

willfully violated 5 441e, because if it was foreign money, he

did not know it. Regarding S 441f, as accurately stated in th

Analysis, 'A[t]he knowing and willful standard requires knowledge

8
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that one is violating the law." Because Mr. Gadhia did not know

it was a crime for him to reimburse the donations as he did, he

did not knowingly and willfully violate § 441f. He did know that

he caused a false statement to be made when he caused the reports

to the FEC to contain names of nominee contributors rather than

the names of the original sources of the funds. He pled guilty

to this charge, and has been thoroughly and completely prosecuted

by the United States and punished therefor.

Beyond these inaccuracies in the Factual and Legal Analysis,

which in and of themselves should lead the FEC to find no

probable cause, there are further reasons for the FEC to cease

and desist all proceedings against Mr. Gadhia.

First, institution of FEC proceedings against Mr. Gadhia at

this time violates the Double Jeopardy Clause of the

Constitution, and violates the contractual terms of the Plea

Agreement entered into in this case as represented by the United

States Government in open court.

When this matter first arose, Mr. Gadhia, by and through his

undersigned counsel, repeatedly urged the United States

Department of Justice (ODOJ") to refer this matter to the FEC for

conciliation and/or civil prosecution rather than criminal

prosecution. DOJ refused to do so, and the FEC never expressed



any interest in the matter, either before or after the five-day

statutory notice period. Mr. Gadhia and his undersigned counsel

then negotiated a contractually binding Plea Agreement with DOJ

in good faith reliance on the facts that only DOJ was pursuing

charges, and that DOJ was representing all of the interests of

the United States. In open court at the plea and sentencing

hearing in this matter, the Assistant United States Attorney

prosecuting Mr. Gadhia, Joseph Evans, repeatedly referred to his

decisions and positions as those of "the Government" and "the

United States." Further, DOJ never requested any waiver of Mr.

Gadhia's Double Jeopardy rights, as DOJ must in order to preserve

FEC civil enforcement jurisdiction, according to DOJ's handbook,

Federal Prosecution of Elections Offenses (U.S. Department of

Justice, Criminal Division, Public Integrity Section, 6th ed.

1995) at 126.1

3 The text of the handbook provides that, in order not to
adversely affect the FEC's civil enforcement jurisdiction, any
plea agreement involving activities that fall within the terms of
the Federal Election Campaign Act must contain an express
disclaimer of rights as follows:

Nothing in this agreement waives or limits in any way
the authority of the Federal Election Commission to
seek civil penalties or other administrative remedes
for the violations of the Federal Election Cau*ign Act
pursuant to Section 437(g) of Title 2, United Stateg
Code.

Mr. Gadhia's Plea Agreement contains no such disclaimer.



As a consequence of the entry of Mr. Gadhia's guilty plea,

he was sentenced to three months of incarceration, six months of

home detention with electronic monitoring, and two years of

supervised probation. Further sanctions imposed by the FEC in

this case would constitute multiple punishments for the same

conduct, in violation of the Double Jeopardy Clause.

Second, the FEC, as has recently been well-publicized in The

Washington Post, has many serious unresolved complaints of

election law violations pending, yet has been unable to pursue

the bulk of the complaints. Mr. Gadhia, in contrast, has already

been fully sanctioned by the United States Government for his

involvement in this matter. For the FEC to spend its apparently

scarce resources on further punishing Mr. Gadhia creates only a

false image of an effective Government agency, when, in fact, FEC

pursuit of Mr. Gadhia is merely a belated attempt to piggyback on

work already performed by another United States agency that

succeeded in fully vindicating all of the Government's interests

in the matter. In truth, pursuit of Mr. Gadhia at this time is

an unwise and inefficient use of resources. For the FEC to so

impede Government efficiency and economy violates 11 C.F.R. 5

7.7(c).

Third, Mr. Gadhia has already received punishment for his

11



actions in this matter and has been found by a United States

Court to lack the financial resources to pay a fine. There is

literally nothing to be gained by the FEC in pursuing this matter

at this time: Mr. Gadhia has already received a punishment

calculated by the Court to be sufficiently severe to deter him

and others from the types of actions he has taken and to punish

him for his actions; and the FEC can not financially profit from

Mr. Gadhia because he has no assets and because he has been

disbarred and therefore has no secure source of future income.

Fair enforcement of the election laws by the federal Government

is necessary to ensure the confidence of the public in the

integrity of the Government. Instituting proceedings against an

insolvent man who is already being punished for his wrongdoings,

to which he has fully admitted in open court, over a year and a

half after notice was given to the FEC of the matter, is unfair,

and adversely affects the confidence of the public in the

Government, specifically in the FEC, in violation of 11 C.F.R. I

7.7(f).

That the FEC has nothing legitimate to gain by pursuing Mr.

Gadhia, but will merely waste Government resources in violation

of 11 C.F.R. S 7.7(c), raises the specter that the FEC is

pursuing this matter not in pursuit of 'honest, independent and



impartial monitoring and enforcement of federal election law" as

required by 11 C.F.R. § 7.1(a), but rather in pursuit of

Republican Congressional approval in violation of 11 C.F.R. SS

7.7(b) & (d). The FEC's pursuit of this matter appears directly

calculated to ingratiate the FEC to Congressman Burton, who is

spearheading the current Congressional inquiry into the FEC's

incompetence. Most of Mr. Gadhia's contributions went to

Democratic candidates, and most were given in the names of IALIF

or individual Indian-Americans. Congressman Burton is well-known

to be opposed to Democrats and to the interests of the Indian-

American community. That the FEC would exploit the case of a

thoroughly-punished man because he is Indian-American and a

Democrat violates the Equal Protection component of the Due

Process Clause of the United States Constitution.

Further, pursing Mr. Gadhia after he has already pled guilty

to a felony and received criminal punishment is completely

inequitable compared to the treatment of others who have been

pursued for similar and far more serious allegations in the past.

Although the FEC did not prosecute Mr. Gadhia or impose sentence

upon him, the existence of that prior prosecution and punismnt,

by the Justice Department of the United States Government aW the

Judicial Branch of the United States, cannot be ignored by the



FEC, an agency of the United States. Publicly available records

reveal only six other cases in which criminal charges have been

pursued (Hyundai Motor, Korean Airlines, Lake, Curran, Goland,

and Hopkins; only Lake and Hopkins resulted in felony

convictions), and in none of these cases did the FEC then attempt

a second pursuit of the defendants. In no case involving even

the knowing use of foreign money, for example Sports Shinko Co.,

the '"Hawaiian Cases", Hyundai Motor, and Korean Airlines, have

both DOJ and the FEC pursued the individuals in an attempt to

sanction them twice.4 Even cases involving many individuals and

* vast sums of money, such as Prudential Securities, Inc., Stanley

Kaplan, New Enterprise Stone and Lime Company, and the "Hawaiian

Cases", did not result in anything further than a single civil

penalty. To treat Mr. Gadhia disproportionately from this well-

established precedent of single prosecutions, would be arbitrary

and capricious, in violation of the Administrative Procedure Act.

N In sum, the so-called factual and legal basis for pursuing

1r. Gadhia under the Federal Elections Campaign Act is

4 It is notable that Congress placed foreign national money
on a par with national bank money, union money, and the like, in
that they are all treated similarly under FECA- -all result in the
sam sanctions. Foreign money, then, was not targeted as a zero
tolerance item posing a greater threat to the United States.



nonexistent, and pursuit of Mr. Gadhia by the FEC at this time

violates Mr. Gadhia's double jeopardy and equal protection

rights, breaches his plea bargain contract with the United

States, wastes Government resources, contravenes the

Administrative Procedure Act, and is just plain unfair. The FEC

should cease all further pursuit of Mr. Gadhia immediately.

Respectfully submitted,

Dated: February L, 1997 Daniel F. Goldstein
Lauren E. Willis
Brown, Goldstein & Levy, LLP
300 Maryland Bar Center
520 West Fayette Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201
(410) 659-0717

Attorneys for Respondent

CERTIFICATh OF SIRVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that three copies of the foregoing Response

to the Federal Election Commission's Factual and Legal Analysis

were mailed, postage prepaid, first class mail, this 2-I4ay of

February, 1997 to:

Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Lauren E. Willis
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MARTIN, JUNGHANS, SNYDER & BERNSTEIN, P.A.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Rwmmoo Towim
Surc 2000

217 EAST REDWOOD SmEr
GaU P M ATv BALYnOA M WARAD 21202 KJwfmIV Dum SPEwa
PAUA M. JUNGDv AS TO..wo 4 r47--7 CAnouN DEisLE Kuolm
DAvv L SNtvociMS.HEMA
GREGG L BEismT Fn=,mux 4XW547.1o WLI S.MA

OF COUNSE

STEVEN J. SSEL

II) 547 - 6 "4 r=

February 25. 19,97

l)ominique l)illenseger. Esquire
(Wt1ice of the (feneral Counsel C.

Lo
Federal lection ('ommission r
Washington. I).(,. 201463

Re: M'R 4582 Sachinder (upta

Dear Ms. I)illenseger:

In response to your February 21. 1997 letter, Mr. Gupta no longer has in his possession
the documentation you have requested. While I would like to supply you w-ith this
documentation. Mr. (iupta turned it over to the U.S. Attorney's Office and FBI during the
investigation. You will have to contact the U.S. Attorney's Office to obtain the documentation
you have requested.

Very truly yours,

God P. Martin
cc: Sachinder Gupta
GPM/amp
doc nW61701
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ALVIN C MONSHOWEJIo
RICHARD L MILLER
GERARD 0. MAGROOAN

P. 02a IILLE PIS MA rMI3

MONSHOWBR & MILLNR, LLP
At M atLaw

10440 ILTnX PATUXXNr PARKWAY
30 CORPOATS CMER, SUITZ 500

COLU&1A, AD 210444-61
R.

TZL 410-730-460
FAX. 410-730-1093

Vcbnay 27, 1997

m
-=BY TELEFAMIMLE

(202) 219-3923

Dominique Dillensenger, Esquire
Federal Election Commission
Washington, DC 20403

Re: MUR 4582
S.V. Ramnuirthy. D.D.S..

U rFilC No.: 1902-Q0I

Dear Ms. Dillensenger:

As you requesAd, I am wrltk to coo&= the teleplm imriew of Dr. Rammurthy
beginng at 11:30 a.m. Tuda, Mach 4. Dr. R will be at my offe and you will
place the call.

As we discumsd over de bkp today, Me iepho imervew will have to eminia
at 12:30 p.m. so that Dr. caammwty can kop a 1.00 p.m. q ao i You hkad that you
believed the linterview could be couwudcd ia n hour, awd I qpd dta we would cooperae
should there be any need to follow up.

vay ul youm,

ThamL

TLC/iulw
cc: S.V. Ramamuhy, D.D.S.

OF COUNSEL
THOMAS L CROWl

"I
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February 5, 1997

Ms Dominique Dillenseger
Federal Election Commission
9991 ' Street NW
Washington, D.C 20723

RE. MUR 4582

Dear Ms Dillenseger

Pursuant to the Federal Election Commission's letter dated December 2 199,,and
subsequent telephone conversations, we request the following.

* submission of partial re-payment equal to $250.00, and

petition for a period of time not to exceed six months for full re-payment.

Though we had no knowledge of any concerns regarding this contribution, weacknowledge the seriousness of the matter and will make every effort to repay the fuil
amount as soon as possible.

Please feel free to call Mr. Steve Ferris of our staff if there are any further questions. He
can be reached at 216-561-7663.

in advance for your cooperation.

enclosure

cc: Mike Mayor
a7& 5.g Nr.'i --... m.d f..

bm~mdl, ON* 4411
I-Tm MII-10U2 (ax)

Pa' fW Md , u UM 11 , R C,,phm u n"6 ,, CA M Ifm n , 1MMW
(dha, vw )
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POWEL, OLDSTEIN, FRAZER & MURY LLP
ATTORNFYS AT LAW

W%'V( Ifjtrf Coll)

,I ' V . .. vdY-:J? p A4 ". Kit-

March 10, 1997

VIA FACSM .
& FIRST CLASS MA

Dominique Dillenseger, Esq.
Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Thank you for your letter of February 21, 1997, indicating that the Commission is
nearing completion of its review of this matter. We have spoken to Mr. Trivedi regarding the
additional documentation you requested. He has told us that the specific transaction who
inquired about was one of several large cash deposits of personal funds he and/or Mrs. Trivedi
made to their personal bank accounts during the fall of 1994.

Specifically, Mr. Trivedi has identified the following traasactionsas cash deposits of
personal funds:

D=t x=Am i n itum

9/14/94 $2,000 1st Nai h Maryland
10/12/94 $800 lo tkmakwofu
10/12/94 $800 Signet Bak
10/25/94 $1,000 Signet Bank

Mr. and Mrs. Trivedi did not retain the deposit sUs documenting ee dep
As you requested, we have asked Mr. and Mrs. Trivedi to contact both Sig.t Bak ad First
National Bank of Maryland to te if either financial institution has dhe o tation yo
requested. We will, of course, forward any such documentation to u if it stillists

We certainly hope that this mattr can be resolved as dt , p As you
know, Mr. & Mrs. Trivedi coeate fully with a lengthy FBI, United Saes Atoney and
grand jury investigation in the District of Maryland into Mr. Cadhia's Audraisig activities oan
behalf of the IALIF. The United States Attorney's investigatim of Mr. GO* um veloped



POWELL, GOLDSTEIN, FRAZERIiURPHY LLP lb
Dominique Dillenseger, Esq.
March 10, 1997
Page 2

any evidence to indicate that Mr. & Mrs. Trivedi were reimbursed for their contributions to the
IALIF. Neither was ever called to testify before the grand jury investigating Mr. Gadhia's
fundraising activities on behalf of the IALIF. Moreover, neither Mr. nor Mrs. Trivedi were
ever targets of the grand jury's investigation, nor were they ever charged with any criminal
violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act or any other federal statute. Indeed, the lead
prosecutor in Mr. Gadhia's investigation, Assistant United States Attorney Joseph Evans, has
confirmed to us that he was unaware of any documents which indicated that Mr. & Mrs. Trivedi
were reimbursed for any of their contributions.

I would be glad to meet with you at the earliest opportunity to discuss an expeditious
conclusion to this matter.

Sincerely, r

Charles H. Roistacher

CHR/bk

cc: Mr. Sudhir Trivedi
Ms. Aruna Trivedi
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1253 C Street, S. F.
Washinqton, D. C. 20003

Miarch 21 , 1997

Dear Mr. Noble:

Mr. Erik Morrison of your staff has thoughtfully provided a
copy of your December 2, 1996, letter to me which I did not
receive in the mail.

Accordingly, I am enclosing a check for $3,000.00 made out
to the United States Treasury as you requested. If you need
to discuss this further, please let me know. I can always be
reached through 202 543 4183.

Sincerely,

Lena W. Dexter, Treasurer
Committee to Re-elect Tom Foley

Mr. Lawrence M. Noble, General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20463

Enclosure

t ~ ~
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MARTIN, JUNGHANS, SNYDER & BERNSTEIN, P.A.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Rwwooo TowER
Sun 2000

217 EAs REDwooo ST mT

B.LTuioM. MAWAAM. 2202
TILFONE 410/547-7163

FWAcmOU 410/547-IS

Kumiks DUNN SPEuMN
CARouNE DELU Ku
WLUAM S. HrVwAN

OF COUNS
STE'VEN J. SEL

.\pril 1!. 1997

l)ominique i)illenseger. lsquire
Office of the (eneral Counsel
Federal [lection Commission
Washington. I).C. 20463

Re: %1I'R 4582 Sachinder (iupta

)ear Ms. I)illenseger:

CA.,

3:t j

!nclosed please find the
please return them to our office

documents \ou requested.
once you ha\e completed

As ;hese are
your review.

original documents.

Vern truly yours.

April M. Pritchard
Legal Secretary to
Gerard P. Martin

Enclosures
cc: Sachinder Gupta
GPM 'amp
dC ri8g'-I 01

GERu m P MMIiN
PLA M. JUW.MANS
DAvo L. SNYDE
GREGG L. BERSTm

4 10 c47-8764



SACHINDER N. GUPTA

INVENTORY OF PERSONAL BANK RECORDS

1/93 - 9/93 Checkbook Register

2. 9/93 - 4-94 Checkbook Register

4/94 - 11/94 Checkbook Register

4. 11/94 - 5/95 Checkbook Register

5. 6/95 - 12/95 Checkbook Register

6. 1 "96 - 5-96 Checkbook Register

7. 6/96 - 12/96 Checkbook Register

Gold Leaf Maryland National Bank Statements
Account No.:

D

8. 1/25/93 Statement

9. 2/22/93 Statement

10. 3/23/93 Statement

11. 4/26/93 Statement

12. 5/24/93 Statement

13. 6/21/93 Statement

14. 7/26/93 Statement

15. 8/24/93 Statement

16. 9/24/93 Statement

17. 10/25/93 Statement

18. 11i/23/93 Statement



Gold Leaf Maryland National Bank Continued

19. 12/23/93 Statement

20. 1/24/94 Statement

21. 2i22'94 Statement

22. 3 23 /94 Statement

23. 4,25 '94 Statement

24. 5 24,94 Statement

25. 6'23'94 Statement

26. 7'25'94 Statement

27. 9/19i'94 Statement

28. 10 '1794 Statement

29. 10/20/94 Statement

Natiooask Statemens

Accout No.:

30. 1 /16/94 Statement

31. 12/16/94 Statement

32. 1/18/95 Statement

33. 2/14/95 Statement

34. 3/20/95 Statement

35. 9/I8/95 Statement

36. 10/18/95 Statement

-2-
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NotionsBank Continued...

37. 11 / 16/95 Statement

38. 12/15/95 Statement

3.. I / 18/96 Statement

40. 2/ 15/96 Statement

41. 3 1'/96 Statement

42. 4 16'96 Statement

43. 5 16,196 Statement

44. 6!1 17196 Statement

45. 71 7/96 Statement

46. 8 16,96 Statement

47. 9/17/96 Statement.)

48. 1O/16,'96 Statement

49. 11/1 8/96 Statement

50. 12/16/96 Statement

51. 1/16/97 Statement5 . iI /7Sttmn



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington. DC 20463

April 16, 1997
BY FACSIMILE AND FIT CLASS MAIL

Gerard P. Martin, Esquire
Martin, Junghans, Snyder & Bernstein, P.A.
Redwood Tower, Suite 2000
217 East Redwood Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

RE: MUR 4582
Sachinder Gupta

Dear Mr. Martin:

This is to acknowledge receipt of certain bank records pertaining to your client, Sachindar
Gupta, and to request those records which are left to be produced pursuant to our original request
for documentation.

The financial information we have received thus far includes: original bank sttments
for the Gold Leaf Maryland National Bank account and NationsBa k accoum

for the period January 25, 1993, through January 16, 1997, with uor spdg

checkbook registers for the period January 1993, through December 1996; original bank
statements for the Maryland National Bank checking account and Nationsbak
checking account for the period Dacmber 10, 1993, thrdoq April 14, 1995;
and, sixteen contribution checks immed betwem Novee1- 30, 1993, md )6V Ir 11, 1994.

These records we bowwve, inaq l olour oriim r&f dsnma .A
indicated in our letter dated Februy 21,1997, we requested all devat b---m--oncu
the period during which the ontribution wmr mae including, but not Hmiated to, bmk
statements, bank records deposit slips, check registers and copies of chcks TiM itums wh
have not been produced include: check mmiber 346, dated Noveml I ,11 1994, &wn on fe
Maryland National Bank and ma& out to "McDermtt for Congrs"; buik -- as far my
other checking or savings account under Mr. Oupta's nun (the I - NatioI D mm
reflects several transfers from a c gco identified u "GUK") so Faampou-in
checkbook registers; checkb ok registers for dU Maryland Natmiodh Bak
and NationsBank account "md, copies of deposit sps #ad deoit items for 40
deposits whose source is not reflected on the face of the bank s-uuemt. Peme respond to this



Gerard P. Martin, Esquire
Page 2

letter no later than close of business on Wednesday, April 23, 1997. Our facsimile number is

(202) 219-3923. 1 can be reached at (202) 219-3690 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dillenseger
Attorney

2'

)
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March 20, 1997

Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Dear Sirs-

Enclosed you will find a check in the amount of $3,000.00 from the Swet for Congress
Committee. Upon receipt of your letter dated 12/2/96 advising us that the "IALiF" had
made improper contributions completely unbeknownst to our Committee, we contacted
your office on 12/6/96 for advice and instruction on how to proceed in this matter. In
accordance with the information provided by Dominique Dillinseger and Eric Morrison
of the Office of General Counsel we are herewith enclosing a check for $3,000.00
payable to the United States Treasury.

We very much appreciate your efforts to assist us in fully complying with the FECA.
Kindly advise us if any further action is required by us in this matter.

Sincerely,

The Swett for Congress Committee

7

A 4 W- /SOX
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MARTIN, JUNGHANS, SNYDER & BERNSTEIN, P.A.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Kw.,,ky DuNN SPeLMAN
CmouN DELasL KLEPPER

Wxom S. HYMu4

OF CXX04SL.
STEVEN J SEL

April 21. 1997

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

Re: MI:R 4582 Sachinder (iupta

l)ear Ms. I)illenseger:

Attached is my client's response to your April 16. 1997 letter. Unless you would like
him to "create" some records for you. you will have to be satisfied with what we have given
\ou.

Very truly yours.

cc: Sachinder Gupta
GPM/amp
doc 1341401

GED~m P. M~v
PAULA M JUNGW.ANS
DAviD L SNyo"
GRE.G L. BERNs To

Rowooo TowER
Sum 2000

217 EA Ruwooo SmEET
BALnMONE MAWnAmo 21202

Taijymo 410/347-7163

FAc sU 410/547-1O6M

41(1 547-8764 . .all

P,..
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tJunghans, Sydr & Bernstein, P.A
Redwood Tower, &At* 200
217EBut RedwoodStreet

I IMr. r Mr. Mat

I have reviewed the letter from Ma. Dillene ger dated April 16, 19'

I have furnbshed .11 the information and records that are in my P6sessIon' 10
not save deposit slps (mos people I know don't save them eithei). TMere4orek
cannot furnish them. I also do not maiainW a chec registar. 1.refbre, 11 c
not furnish thaL I do not have check No. 846, dated November 11,1994. Th, FI
took all the original checks. I wish I could be more helpful to'FC,Ut I justdo
have any more information.

Please inform Ms. Dillenseger of my stand.

Very trIJy yours,

'I .. '



POWEGOLDSTE[N, FRAZER & M *HY LLP
ATTORNE'VS AT LAW

,, ,". 2 ," 47

April 23, 1997

VA HAND DELIV.RY
Dominique Dillenseger, Esquire
Office of General Counsel
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463 -

Re: MUR 4382

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Enclosed please find the additional documentation you requested regarding deposits made
to the personal checking accounts of our clients, Sudhir and Aruna Trivedi, both before and after
their contributions to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund. As you can see, these
bank documents demonstrate the movement of pers= funds between the Trivedis' two bank
accounts and nothing more.

In your February 21, 1997 letter, you asked secificaly for documentation regarding the
$1,000 deposit to the Trivedis' Signet Bank account on October 25, 1994. Elowd please find
a photocopy of the deposit slip for that uansaction showing that Mrs. T*edi deposited a check
for $1,000 drawn a the Trivedis' 1st National Bank of Maryland account (check number
113) into the Sige Bank account on October 25, 1994. Also enclosd is a photocopy of the
check registe for the 7ieds' 1st Nabonal Bank of Maryland acco hwring that Mr. Tived
wrote check number 113 lo Mrs. Tuved in te amount of$1,000a October 25, 1994. As you
can see, t documents dmmsftza that Us ---n*oa you zind B abou is modtig
more than a trasf betwea ft Ttrvs' two dlffmu bank ac .

We are also enclosing documentation rgarding a $2,000 deposit into the Trivedis' Ist
National account on Se P be 14, 1994. As you can ne, that $2,000 d csit consissed of (1)
$500 in cash, (2) a c for $550 drawn against the Tfidis' g Bank acto (check
number 4778), and (3) two persona cwck oa for $0 d one for $70, dra against d
personal bank accounts of Mrs. Tfivedi's brothr, Ail and Nalinkn at. 0 again, thee
bank documents demonstrat nothing ai thm inta-family o of personal fhmds.

Finally, as we mnioned in our ini repm to your Fdemay 21, 1997 letr, it is
not at all unusual for tUs Triv"s to make cash deps into teir Signet and Ist National
accounts. For example, on ctober 12, 1994, the Trivedi made sewpate cash desit of$800



POWELL. GOLDSTFIN, "RAZiV JRFPY LLP

Dominique Dillenseger, Esq.
April 23, 1997
Page 2

into both accounts. Enclosed please find a photocopy of a Signet Bank deposit slip dated
October 12, 1994 demonstrating that $800 in cash was deposited into the Trivedis' Signet Bank
account on that date. Mr. Trivedi has requested similar documentation for a $800 cash deposit
into the 1st National account on that same date, and we will forward that to you when it is
received. You will note that the Trivedi's 1st National check register reflects that cash deposit
on October 12, 1994.

We certainly hope that this documentation answers any and all remaining questions that
the FEC may have regarding the Trivedis' contributions to the Indian-American Leadership
Investment Fund, and that this matter can finally be resolved without further delay. If
necessary, Brett Kappel and I would be glad to meet with you at the earliest opportunity to
discuss the expeditious conclusion to this matter.

Sincerely,

Charles H. Roistacher

CHR/bk

cc: Mr. Sudhir Trivedi
Ms. Aruna Trivedi
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ENGEL FOR CONGRESS
P. 0. BOX 60

BRONX, N.Y. 10463

May 7, 1997

U.S. Treasury
c/o Federal Election Commission
999 E Street NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 4582

To Whom It May Concern:

Enclosed please find a check in the amount of $1,000. This
represents a refund of a contribution given to the Engel for
Congress Committee from a Sachindar Gupta on November 1, 1994.

This refund is being given upon the advise of the Federal
Election Commission.

Ve y truly yo rs,

Debby LiMardt
Treasurer

V
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ENGEL FOR CONGRESS
P.O. BOX 60

BROIU, N. Y. 10463

may 7, 1997

Dominique Dillenseger, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

This is to advise the Federal Election Commission that the
Engel for Congress Committee has returned all funds covered under
the above referenced MUR.

The $2,000 contribution by the Indian-American Leadership
Investment Fund was returned to the contributor on October 6,
1996 following information contained in a Baltimore newspaper as
to its possible illegality. The $1,000 contribution by Sachindar
Gupta was returned April 29, 1997 to the U.S. Treasury following
notification by the Federal Election Commission. It should be
noted for the record that the original letter sent to the
Committee by the FEC in December 1996 was never received. We are
basing our action on a duplicate copy of the letter received by
the Committee in April, 1997.

If you need any additional information regarding this
matter, please feel free to contact the Engel for
Committee.

Very truly yur*,

Treasurer

attachments

3. 54II



ENGEL for CONGRESS
P.O. 30160

DRONX, N.Y. 10463

October 6, 1996

Indian-American Leadership
Investment Fund

3939 Rio Grande Boulevard
Albuquerque, N.M. 87107-3153

To Whom It May Concern:

It has come to the attention of our Committee that your
$2,000 contribution on November 4, 1994 may have been illegal
under Federal Law.

As such, enclosed please find a refund check in the amountof $2,000 from the Engel for Congress Committee. The Federal
Election Commission is also being notified of this refund.

) 
Very truly yoars,

r Ibby Lihrdt
Treasurer

C
CC: FEC
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S.V. RAMIAMURTHY 37

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF REQUEST FOR PRE-PROBABLE
CAUSE CONCILIATION, OR, ALTERNATIVELY, FOR DISMISSAL

OF THE PROCEEDING WITHOUT F ING OF PROBABLE CAUSE

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

Introduction

Respondent S.V. Ramamurthy, DDS submits this memorandum in support of his

previously filed request for pre-probable cause conciliation made by letter dated December 19,

1996 to the General Counsel (Mem. Ex. A). 11 C.F.R. §111.18(d). Alternatively, Dr.

Ramamurthy requests that the Commission dismiss the proceeding with any finding of probable

cause.

Dr. Ramamurthy submits that pre-probable cause conciliation or dismissal of the

proceeding against him is warranted because: (1) he has cooperated with the Department of

Justice and the Commission on this matter; (2) he did not wilfully violate any law; ino (3)

further proceedings would constitute an inappropriate use of government resources.

The General Counel's Factual Suma ary

By letter dated November 25, 1996, the Commission notified Dr. Rma r that it had

found reason to believe he had knowingly and wilfully violated 2 U.S.C. f 441. The

Commission acted in reliance on the General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis. Th one

aW one-half page Factual and Legal Analysis summarizes the pertinet fac in dame ImsqbLd

It states:



In the 1993-1994 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 Dr. Ramamurthy write several checks, for which he wouid be
reimbursed, to federal election committees.

The disclosure reports for Robb for the Senate ($1 (X ) on 11/1/94),
Citizens for Sarbanes ($1,000 on 10/28/94). Citizens 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. Ramamurthv assisted in 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.

Dr. Ramamurthy lacks personal knowledge of Mr. Gadhia's dealings with other persons recited

in the first sentence of the first paragraph quoted above. Dr. Ramamurthy concedes the other

historical facts which the General Counsel has placed before the Commission in the Factual and

Legal Analysis. He admitted these matters to the Government before he had any inkling the

Commission was pursuing an administrative case. However, as noted below, there are

undisputed mitigating facts not contained in the Factual and Legal Analysis.

Dr. RamaM_rthy's Cooermtion with the Governmem

For a period of almost two full years, Dr. Ramamurthy has been cooperatin with the

Government in its investigation of improper campaign contributions. He first proved

information to the United States Attorney's Office on June 22, 1995 in an intervew by Aisem

United States Attorney Joseph D. Evans. On August 2, 1995, he appeared and -citONA fed se



a federal grand jury. That grand jury returned an indictment against Mr. Gadhia. Mr. Gadhia

subsequently pled guilty to causing false reports to be filed with the Commission, and the Court

sentenced Mr. Gadhia to three months in jail and to periods of home detention and supervised

release. For good and sufficient reasons, the Department of Justice treated Dr. Ramamurthy as

a witness to rather than a knowing participant in Mr. Gadhia's illegal activity

Dr. Ramamurthy's complete candor and full cooperation with the Department of Justice,

his lack of knowledge of Mr. Gadhia's overall activities, and his role in inducing Mr. Gahdia's

guilty plea are confirmed in a May 2, 1997 letter from Mr. Evans, the original of which is

attached to this memorandum. (Mem. Ex. B). It states in pertinent part:

... Dr. Ramamurphy [sic] was fully debriefed. It was the conclusion of those
involved in the matter that Dr. Ramamurphy was candid, not aware of the scope
of the scheme nor did he seem to know the original source of the money that was
at issue. We maintained contact with Dr. Ramamurphy throughout the course of
the investigation, and intended to use him as a government witness had the case
against Mr. Gadhia gone to trial. I am confident that Dr. Ramamurphy's
presence as a potential witness influenced Mr. Gadhia to plead guilty.

When Dr. Ramamurthy was named a respondent in the instant Matter Under Review, he

continued his cooperation with the Government. On March 4, 1997 he submitted to a lengthy

telephone interview by Dominique Dillenseger, Esquire of the General Counsel's Office and her

assistant, Eric Morrison. At the request of Ms. Dillenseger, Dr. RamamrMhy's lawyer

thweaftr provided additional information to Ms. Dilenseger.

The Department of Justice, grand jury, District Court and Commission investigations and

proceedings have taken a considerable toll on Dr. Ramamurthy. Over the last two years, many

persons have come to know of the mistakes he made, particularly persons in the first and mcomi

generation Indian immigrant community in which he socializes and practice. He has bw



embarrassed by what has occurred. Dr. Ramamurthy has also suffered financially, paying

considerable legal fees.

There was No Knowing and Wilful Violation

The General Counsel's Factual and Legal Analysis does not suggest that anyone has

stated that Dr. Ramamurthy actually knew that his activities violated the election laws or that

he acted wilfully. As the General Counsel correctly notes, a knowing and wilful violation of

the law "requires knowledge that one is violating the law." Factual and Legal Analysis at 2.

Although its Factual Legal Analysis is bereft of any information that Dr. Ramamurthy had actual

knowledge his actions violated the law, the General Counsel asks that the Commission find

probable cause of a knowing and wilful violation of the election laws under 2 U.S.C. §

437g(a)(5)(B). The General Counsel implies that the Commission should infer knowledge of the

requirements of the law from efforts to "disguise" the source of funds.

There are significant countervailing considerations at play. As Dr. Ramamurthy and his

attorney have explained to the General Counsel, Mr. Gadhia was not merely an acquaintance or

a good friend of Dr Ramamurthy, he was his lawyr. Dr. Ramamurthy did not inquire as to

whether Mr. Gadhia's suggestions were legal, precisely because he did nwt, for a mment, think

that his lawyer would ask him to do something illegal. It goes without saying that campaig

financing laws are complex. One reads in the popular press that elected officials, professional

politicians, national political committees and fund raisers disagree about the extent amd

application of rules governing campaign contributions and expenditures. Accounts are rife of

technial exceptions which swallow up the apparent facial applications of rules. It is a



considerable and unwarranted stretch by the General Counsel to urge the inference that Dr.

Ramamurthy, a layman acting at the behest of his trusted lawyer, knew that he was violating the

law in so technical and arcane a field.

Further Proceedings Would be an Inefficient Use of Commission Resources

The Commission is enjoined by its own regulations to employ its resources efficiently.

11 C.F.R. § 7.7(c). While it is not Dr. Ramamurthy's place to tell the Commission how to

fulfill its statutory mission, there are daily reports of serious violations of the election laws

within the Commission's purview. These matters are surely more deserving of sustained

attention than the instant Matter Under Review.

The Commission is empowered to engage in post-probable cause conciliation to "correct

or prevent" violations of the law. 2 U.S.C. §437g(4)(a)(i). Although pre-probable cause

conciliation neither mandatory nor explicitly provided for by statute, the Commission obviously

has the necessary implied powers, and has provided for pre-probable cause conciliation in its

regulations. 2 C.F.R. § 111.18(d).

'1 Pre-probable cause conciliation like post-probable cause conciliations should work to

correct or preveunt violations of the law. The actions which led to the filing of a.minimrgI

cha sa Dr. Ramamurthy have been *corrected." Thece has been a full crhi i

by the Departmnent of Justice, grand jury proceedings, an indictment and a conviction. Dr.

Ramamurthy cooperated fully in these matters, and the Department of Justice so stae. Dr.

Rmamurthy has further cooperated with the Commission since he became aware of the M

5



Under Review. To the extent the Commission is concerned about "preventing" future violations

of the law, Dr. Ramamurthy poses no such threat.

Nothing would be gained if the Commission were to deny pre-probable cause

conciliation, find probable cause and then engage in mandatory post-probable cause conciliation.

This is particularly true where the General Counsel concedes that the evidence of wilfulness is

inferential rather than direct. Further pursuit of Dr. Ramamurthy would be a distraction from

more significant investigations. The Commission should either grant pre-probable cause

conciliation or dismiss the proceeding against Dr. Ramamurthy without any finding of probable

cause.

Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, Dr. Ramamurthy respectfully requests that the Commission

authorize pre-probable cause conciliation or, alternatively, dismiss the proceeding against Dr.

Ramamurthy in its entirety, without any finding of probable cause.

Respectfully submitted,

Thomas L. Crowe
Monshower & Miller, LLP
10440 Little Pauxem Parkway
Columbia, Maryland 21044
(410) 730-4860

Attorneys for R-epondent
S.V. Ramamurthy, DDS



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY this /3 *'4 day of May, 1997, that a copy of the foregoing

memorandum with its exhibits was mailed first class mail, postage prepaid and sent by facsimile

to:

Dominique Dillenseger, Esquire
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463.

Thomas L. Crowe
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December 19, 1996

BY FACSIMILE AND REGULAR MAIL
FAX (202) 219-3923

Dominique Dillenseger, Esquire
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20634

Re: MUR 4582
Dr. S.V. Ramnamurthy, Respondent
Our File No.: 1902.001

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Pursuant to the Commission's November 25, 1996 letter to Dr. Ramanurthy and our
telephone conversations last week, this letter constitutes Dr. Ramamurhy's formal request for pre-
probable cause conciliation, as provided for in 11 C.F.R. § l11.18(d).

As the Commission's letter indicates, Dr. Ramanurthy has been fly fecdlcxom
)regarding the matters under investigation, having already provided the Govetanm wih a

complete disclosure of his activities in an imerview with the United Soos A y
testfied before a federal grad jury. I am efiAm- due I cm mdkmb Ik D1.
RamamurthyIs wiah ft Go mat f Assia UW iin p JbI
L. Evans, should the CaoisSim hI.k ncemuy.

In accordance with our converatios of last week, this kw will awdkm do Dr.

Ramnamurthy and I are willing to discuss the matter further with -u WI,-N oa
Commission, either personally at a time and place coveniet to all n u
telephone at an agreed upon time.
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Giw Dr. R; hy/'s exmnm cooperaion with the Goverumm for a period of
-outs d rs aw of. and perhaps preceding the initiation of, do Cmio 's

vi m e would m mk do equitable conclusion of the Mater Undm"er Reviw wou
be i y wfid i n of a violation or monetary penalty.

very t..y yous,

L.Crowe

TLCIbaw

cc: S.V- RamhIty. DMS



U.S. DeparO of Justice

United States Attorney
District of Maryland
Northern Division

L ynn. A. Banagka 6625 UmtedSae Casnoss 410 96 2-4$ 2 2
United States Attormy 101 West Loosbard Smie

Baiawore. .D21.01-2692 410.962.243& Er
Joseph L Evans FAX410-962.1:j

Assistant United States Anorney

May 2, 1997

Thomas L. Crowe, Esquire
Suite 500
10440 Little Patuxent Parkway
Columbia, Maryland 21044

Re: S.V. Ramamurphy

Dear Mr. Crowe:

-. This letter concerns the relationship between this Office and
your client, S.V. Ramamurphy, D.D.S., regarding his role in a
scheme, orchestrated by Lalit H. Gadhia, to funnel illegal campaign
contributions through nominee contributors.

At the outset of the investigation, Dr. Ramamurphy was
approached by federal investigators concerning his involvement.
After appropriate arrangements were worked out between you and this
Office, Dr. Ramamurphy was fully debriefed. It was the conclusion
of those involved in the matter that Dr. Rasamurphy was candid,
truthful, and cooperative. It was also our conclusion that he was
not aware of the scope of the scheme nor did he seem to kow the
original source of the money that was at issue. we maintmined
contact with Dr. Ramaamrphy throgot the cco t the
investigation, and intended to use him as a gover3mat vitaes bad
the case against Mr. Gadhia gone to trial. I am confident that Dr.
Raaurphy's presence as a potential witness influenced Mr. Gadhia
to plead guilty.

I understand that you may submit this letter to the Federal
Election Commission in the context of an administrative action
presently pending against Dr. Ranamurphy.



If you need any further information, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Very truly yours,

Lynne A. Battaglia
United States Attorney

By:
0. 6 .- vahs
i ant United States Attorney
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May 22, 1997

VIA FACSIMILE & FIRST
CLASS MAIL

Dominique Dillenseger, Esquire
Office of General Counsel
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

As we discussed by telephone earlier this week, enclosed please find a photocopy of a
1st National Bank of Maryland deposit slip dated October 12, 1994 demonstrating that $800 in
cash was deposited into the Trivedis' 1st National Bank account on that date. Mr. Trivedi's
recollection is that he withdrew money from the 1st National Bank account in mid-September
in order to pay personal expenses associated with a business trip. The amount withdrawn proved
to be more than needed, and on October 12, 1994 the Trivedis redeposited the excess by making
separate cash deposits of $800 into both the 1st National and Signet Bank accounts.

The enclosed deposit slip completes our response to your latest request for additional
documentation. We certainly hope that this documentation answers any remaining questions that
the FEC may have regarding the Trivedis' contributions to the Indian-American d p
Investment Fund, and that this matter can finally be resolved without futher delay. As I
mentioned during our telephone conversation, Chuck Roistacher and I would be glad to mee
with you at the earliest opportunity to discms an expeditios nc luim tis mater.

Sincerely,

Brett G. Kappel

BGK/sj

cc: Mr. Sudhir Trivedi
Ms. Aruna Trivedi
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THOMPSON
IN E &FLORY LLP

JUL

Jul% I. q/7 %uhodh 'handra
21i6-566-5572
%chandr i ,ihf com

I)tminique l)illenseger. -sq
Mitce of ( general Counselk3

I ederal 1--lection (ommissiOn
W4 F Street. N'V

\ka,,hington. IX 20463

Re Indian-American Leadership Instment Fund Disgorgement

lDar \1 illenseger:

Per m\ letter of June 30. 19t7. this letter specifies those campaign committees
that-upon our request-returned contributions attributable to the illegal fundraising
acti\ ities of Mr. [alit Gadhia r"(iadhia Monies).

I he follo,,ing campaign committees returned contributions:

( IE t-ngel for Congress. $2.000
12 .Murtha for Congress Committee. $1.000
(3 Friends for Jim McDermott. $2.000
(4 1 Massachusetts Democratic Party-Federal Account. $5.000

Please further note that a $1.000 check to Friends of Sherrod Brown was never cashed.

Thus. the total amount of previously disbursed Gadhia Monies returned or otherwise
credited to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (the "Fund") is $11,000.
This entire amount (along %ith the remaining $269.38 in the Fund's bank account, $100
of which was residual Gadhia Monies) was disgorged to the United States Treasuy on
June 30. 1997, transmitted to you with my letter of that day.

We are still awaiting your accounting of those committe that did not return their
Gadhia Monies to us directly. Please send it immediately. If you have any questions,
please contact me at the above telephone number.

Ver truly yours.

Subodh Chandra. Treasurer
Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund

SC dk

4900S Key Center 12 Public Square Cleveland. Ohio 44114-1216 216-566-55 6 jax

BRUSSELS. BELGWUM CINCINNATI CLIEVELAND COLUMBUS DAYTON MAIM &#C



THOMPSON
H INE & FLORY LLP

Subt'dh ('hAu,&

June 30. 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL

lDominique Dillenseger. Esq.
)ffice of General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
999 F Street. NW
Washington. DC 20463

Re: Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund Disgorgement

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Pursuant to AO 1995-19. 1 am enclosing a check made out to the United States
Treasurv in the amount of $11,269.38, which constitutes a disgorgement of the
entire bank balance of the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (the
'Fund"). Of this amount, approximately $11 .000.00 is attributable to the illegal
fundraising activities of Mr. Lalit Gadhia ("Gadhia Monies"). We are also
submitting to the Treasury an amount in excess of Gadhia Monies that wer
returned upon our request, so as to efficiently dispose of all Fund mets md cloe
our books.

When I have had the opportunity to review the Fund's records more thorughly, I
will send you a follow-up letter specifying the campaign committees that returned
contributions upon our request. In the meantime, I would appreciate it if you
would, per my earlier request, please send me an itemized listing for those
campaign committees that have disgorged their Gadhia Monies directly to the
United States Treasury, or for which you otherwise have an accoweit. This
information is critical to enable us to bring the Gadhia matter, and the Fund, to a
expeditious close.

3900 Key Center 127 Public Square Cleveland. Ohio 44114-1216 216-5S665O ftaS 6"-5

BRUSSELS. BELGIUM CINCINNATI CLEWILAND COUMM DAYTON IPINALM
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J)ominique l)illenseger, ![sq.
Page 2
June 30. 1997

Please note that disgorgement of the (iadhia Monies to the Treasurv in no way
should be interpreted as acceptance on the part of the Fund or m'\ self of the FEC's
"'Reason to Believe" ("R! l' finding, transmitted on November 25. 1996 to us
without notice. without opportunity tor hearing. %ithout a deposition. or without
even a factual intervie\,. lime permitting. \kc hope it more 1ullh respond to.
inquire about the basis for and legal significance of. and request correction of the
numerous factual inaccuracies and omissions \,ithin. that finding. At a minimum.
ho\\e\ er. we request that the [[( stubstanti, e!\ rcspond to the contrary views
expressed h\ the i 'nited States l)epartment of.Justice officials \%ho prosecuted
Mr. Gadhia. as set forth in their letter to 'ou of Februar\ 12. 1997.

Sincerel\ yours.

Subodh Chandra. Treasurer
Indian-American Leadership lnvestment Fund

SC dk

Fn c.

cc: Meena Morey. Esq.
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION'

In the Matter of )
)

Lalit Gadhia )
Vinay Wahi )
Satish Bahl ) MUR 4582
Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy
Sachindar Gupta
Uday Gadhia

)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

!. BACKGROUND

Based on information obtained through a sa spn submitted by the Indian-American

Leadership Fund ("IALIF") and from a Department of Justice ("DOI") investigation and

prosecution, the Federal Election Commission ("Commission"), on November 12, 1996, found

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

by using funds provided by Davendra Singh, a foreign national and official at the indim

Embassy in Washington D.C., to reimburse numerous individuals for cunpmaign culntiom to

variom political committees. On the same date, the Com aission also u minm beieve

Vinay Wahi. Satish Bl UdLy Gaia. D. S. V.

Ramuurthy, each knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by - -- &mir s

to be used to make contributions and by assisting in this sclm by aolctiq ieivbA - I

be canduin; and, Sachind Gupta knowingly and willfuly viled 2 U.LC. I 441fby

psuittng his name to be used to make reimbursed contributions.

. .Ai.



The Commission also found reason to believe that the Indian-American Leadership

Investment Fund ("IALIF") and its treasurer Subodh Chandra violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441e and

441 f, and that numerous other individuals violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f by either soliciting others to

make reimbursed contributions and/or knowingly permitting their names to be used. The

Commission, however, decided to take no further action and closed the matter as to these

respondents. Se First General Counsel's Report, dated November 5, 1996.

In addition to the aforementioned reason to believe findings, the Commission also

approved a subpoena for the deposition of Lalit Gadhia. Finally, the Commission approved the

issuance of letters to federal political committees that had received contributions reimbursed

through Gadhia (but had not yet voluntarily disgorged these amounts) instructing them to

disgorge the funds to the United States Treasury.

On December 4, 1996, counsel for Gadhia submitted a response requesting that the

Commission "withdraw its reason to believe letter." On December 18. 1996, counsel filed a

Motion to Quash Subpoena accompanied by a Motion to File Said Motion Out of Time. On

December 20, 1996, the Commission decided to reject the Motion to File out of Time and denied

as untimely the Motion to Quash Subpoena for Deposition to Lalit Gadhia. So Gmamd

Counsel's Report dated Deember 19,1996. Gadhia was dqsed on Jamumy 2, 1997. On

February 24, 1997, counsel for Gadhia submitted another response requesting that.he

Commission "withdraw the reason to believe letter... and/or frnd no probable caus"

A~ ~.



This Office receted responses from ar! informally mtnr-iewed I 'day Gadhia and Dr. S.

V. Ramamurthy. Counsel for Dr. Raarnurh, al-so sibrmruned a letter from Joseph L. Evans, the

Assistant United States Attorne %hose office prsecmued the Gadhia case. in support of

Ramamurthy. Both of these res oents hai e reques:ed pqoable cause conciliation. Counsel

for Vinay Wahi and Saush Bahl submated a resnse requesting that the Commission decline to

further pursue this matter or mi the alternaze to entr MW preprobable cause conciliation.

Counsel. however. declined to have his cizens ner ' eimed. Counsel for Sachindar Gupta

submitted a response denying that Gupta %s rcunbwsed and requestn that the Commission

-withdraw- the reason to belieVe fizing Counsel also provided akitional information

including bank records upon request from this Office.

This Office received responses and cumnemauon from several esponce against

whom the Commissioa found r n to believe but took no fud aion. "he IALIF and its

tiv u Subodh Cbmdm dpod the -'- Mi to b1 elieve findog qm

having bad to disorge refunds fim recipient . This Ofre received a kthr from

Joseph L. Evans, Assitant United Sames Anoawc. mi affon of AIF and Chudm and

adresigthircoprtw with the 4netgnW W& Arnm ad Sudai Trived we abo -- ia

a C9 i s m's ato iew fi gm and bave -m ked m  reords imas- m to

dow d their Pb Mu s wee not reimbuved- Fimall. this Office informn lly iuiviewed



Rosemary Osborne, Gadhia's former secretary, about her knowledge of Gadhia's activities

pertaining to the issues in this matter.

This Office obtained information from the U.S. Attorney's Office (District of Maryland,

Northern Division) and the FBI office that investigated and prosecuted the criminal case against

Gadhia. The Assistant U.S. Attorney who prosecuted the case, provided this Office with copies

of documents downloaded from Gadhia's computer (relating to respondents in this matter) and

financial records pertaining to Sachindar Gupta. This Office also obtained information from the

FBI office' that investigated this matter including current addresses and telephone numbers for

some of the respondents and general information about the investigation.

After numerous contacts with staff of this office, all of the recipient committees that were

issued disgorgement letters have responded and all but two have fully disgorged to the U.S.

Treasury. The remaining two committees have made partial disgorgement and request additional

time to raise the funds to pay the balance.

This report summarizes the responses, the deposition, and information obtained from

informal interviews and documents provided by respondents. This Office makes

recommendations as to all respondents in MUR 4582, including requests for ame

conciliation.

The FBI Baltimore office has informed this Office that Gadhia gave them the nms of a
half a dozen other Indian-Americans from other geographical areas that GaRdii claims SWO
may have contacted about participating in the reimbursement scheme. In his depoitias is
Office, Gadhia did not mention that other individuals might have been involved in aid. The PI
office has told us that it has forwarded those names to the respective FBI offices for
investigation. This Office plans to pursue this and has asked the FBI Baltimore office for the lit
of names and addresses of the FBI offices in order to obtain information and provide a i&s.

4,
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11. SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS

A. Lalit Gadhia

Prior to the Commission's investigation, the United States Department of Justice

investigated and prosecuted Gadhia for reimbursing individuals for campaign contributions using

funds provided by a foreign national. Gadhia agreed to a plea bargain and pled guilty on May 8,

1996, to one criminal count of 18 U.S.C. § 1001 tbr causing a false statement to be made to the

Commission in connection with committee reports which were filed by the IALIF and political

committees listing funds contributed in the name of another. On August 8, 1996, Gadhia was

sentenced to three months in prison followed by two years of supervised release including six

months of electronically monitored home detention.

I. Summary of Responses

In submissions to the Commission before the deposition (letter of December 4, 1996, and

Motion to Quash), counsel for Gadhia raised procedural arguments namely: (I) the

investigation of this matter was time-barred because it was generated by complaint under

2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX I) and the Commission failed to notify Gadhia within the statutorily

mandated five days of receipt of the complaint; (2) the Commission's pursuit of Gadhia violated

the tams of the plea agreement aCdhia negotiated with DOJ; and, (3) the Commision's

imposition of fuither sanctions would violate the Double Jeopardy Clause of the Fifth

Amendment to the United States Constitution because Gadhia has already been punished.

Attachments 2-3. In a letter dated February 24, 1997, submitted after the deposition, sel

asted the same procedural arguments and also argued: (I) Gadhia did not stipue th 

accuracy of the Statement of Facts in his guilty plea; and (2) Gadhia did not "knowingly and
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willfully violate 2 U.S.C. §§ 441fand 441e. Attachment 4. These arguments will be addressed

after the Summary of the Deposition.

2. Summary of Deposition

This Office deposed Gadhia on January 2, 1997. Gadhia's testimony concurs with the

Statement of Facts that was presented as the basis of his guilty plea. In the deposition, he

discussed his background more extensively, his contacts with the Indian Imbassy, and the facets

of the reimbursement scheme.

As well as practicing immigration law since the 1980's. Gadhia was heavily involved in

political activities and held important positions on finance committees for numerous local, state,

federal, and presidential candidates including Dukakis, Clinton, Mikulski, Sarbannes,

Glendening and Schmoke. S= Attachment 5 (Deposition of Lalit Gadhia) at 13-17. According

to Rosemary Osborne,2 Gadhia's secretary from 1989 to May 1995, Gadhia had a solo legal

practice but spent considerable time in fundraising activities-telephoning, sending solicitations,

organizing and attending fundraising functions, and collecting contribution checks. Osborne also

stated that Gadhia had a "core group" of close friends composed of the Trivedis, Sachinda

Gupta, and Dr. Ramamurthy, whom he could count on for contributions and f 1a s

badhia also acted as Presiden of STEP IN and as legal counsel for Iia Fora t Wo

local Indian-American cultural organizations. Id. at 18-19.

Gadhia established his relationship with the Indian Embassy through n in

India Forum banquets and STEP-IN events which attracted Embassy pesonnel,

Ambassadors, through newsletters and invitations. Id at 21-27. He had cmntt with ta In"

2 This Office informally interviewed Rosemary Osborne on November 23, 1996.



Ambassadors dating back to Abid Hussain sometime in 1990 or 1991. Ld. at 24. In addition,

Gadhia attended numerous Indian national holiday events at the Embassy over a period of time

up until 1994 or 1995. In his capacity as a legal counsel for the India Forum and STEP-IN.

Gadhia interacted a great deal with Davendra Singh on an ongoing basis. lie commenced contact

with Davendra Singh, the then-Minister for Community Affairs at the i-mhassy, through

correspondence and frequent visits by Singh to Gadhia's office which occurred primarily in

1993-1994. Id. at 39-46. 52-53. 82-85.

According to Gadhia. Singh initiated the idea for the reimbursement scheme. Id. at 108-

112. In August/September 94 Singh engaged Gadhia in a conversation concerning political

fundraising at a luncheon in Washington, DC. Id. at 109. Singh knew that Gadhia was active in

supporting candidates and attempting to raise money within the Indian American community.

Singh asked Gadhia if he could use any help, e.g. money, if it was available. Id. Cadhia

responded that, "yes", he could use some help if made available. Id. Soon thereafter, Singh

contacted Gadhia and proposed to make some "resources available" and a meeting was sh d

at the Holiday Inn. Laurel. Maryland in late September, or early October 1994. Wd. at 110 and

112.

During the course of three meetings in Sepmber-November 1994, M ia n edh

a total of approximately $60,000 in cash and indicated that he wanted Gadhia "to cbooI it to

appropriate candidates in the federal election, the upcoming '94 federal electiom" Jj, at 105444.

At this first meeting in Laurel, Singh gave to Gadhia an envelope containing $40,000 in $100

is to be channeled to appropriae candidates in the upcoming '94 federal elhdkm G s

rmeied that at that first meeting he asked Singh whether the money was provided by the

-. 0



government of India because it would be "a serious matter if it was government money" and

because -he did not want to become an agent" of India. W. at 113, 181-182. Gadhia asserted

that Singh responded in the negative and that he did not ask Singh any other questions about the

source of the money. d. Two or three weeks later. Gadhia met with Singh again after Singh

called Gadhia and asked if he could use more money and Gadhia responded affirmatively. At

this second meeting in Laurel. Singh gave Gadhia another packet containing $20,000 in cash. At

this meeting. Gadhia informed Singh that he was channeling it to the PAC and making

contributions through different individuals to the PAC and coordinating with the PAC as to

whom should get the money. d. at 125. Gadhia claims that $15.000-$16,000 of this money was

unused and returned to Singh at a third meeting Gadhia initiated at the Holiday Inn in Laurel. U.

at 138-141. Finally. Gadhia sent to Singh's attention at the Embassy of India, a list of "who was

receiving contributions and who was contributing." U at 145. This list was sent without a cover

letter.3 According to Gadhia, during the time period after the third meeting in Laurel, there was

no other contact between Gadhia and Singh, or any other officials from the embassy, except for a

farewell party for Singh later that winter.

Rosemary Osborne explained that she prepared the list of names and addres of
contributors and copies of contribution checks which were mailed to the Indian Embassy and that
she prepared the list from the checks given to her by Gadhia. Osborne stated that Gadhia asked
her to send the list without any cover letter and that she thought this was very unuml. She
stated that in May 1995, after the story on the reimbursement scheme had made the paip s, she
was approached by the FBI and persuaded to continue working for Gadhia to keep an eye on
things and to ensure that Gadhia did not dispose of evidence. During that time peiiod, sae sid
that Gadhia approached her and asked her to destroy the office copy of the inft a Iou tu wa
sent to the Indian Embassy. Osborne said that she did not destroy the list but put it on Gadhia's
desk.
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For a few days after the receipt of the money from Singh, Gadhia kept the money in his

car and then in a locked safe in his office. LI at 120. lie told no one about the transactions

between himself and Singh. He then proceeded to approach and reimburse numerous individuals

for contributions. L. at 105-138. He would reimburse them by providing cash in exchange for

personnel checks either at his office or at a meeting place. Gadhia personally approached the

following individuals, among others, and reimbursed them for their direct contributions: Dr.

Ramamurthy. Rosemary Osborne, Satish Bahi. Vinay Wahi. Uday Gadhia. Indra Seunarine, and

Ashok Kumta. Rosemary Osborne was solicited by Gadhia to provide him with checks with her

husband's forged signature as well as her own. Gadhia also asked Wahi, Bahl, Ramamurthy, and

Uday Gadhia to solicit other individuals to make reimbursed contributions, providing them

additional funds for this purpose. LI at 159. Gadhia further testified that Aruna and Sudhir

Trivedi and Sachinder Gupta declined to be reimbursed for their contributions although he did

approach them. Ld. at 134.

Notwithstanding that the arranged meetings took place at a location away from either

Gadhia or Singh's office and where Gadhia took $60,000 in cash in packets from Singh, at his

deposition, Gadhia would only admit that he "should have known" that these cnutib* s we

illegal. In addition, Gadhia claimed to not specifically recall whether any of the Pcombib gsisd

any doubts concerning the legality of these contributions, but testified that if anyoe hWd he

would have given assurances to them that it was "'okay." Ld. at 164. In fact, UdWay Gah oe of

the conduits who was also a solicitor, told this Office that Gadhia specifically told him tia the

reimbursement was a loophole to get around the contribution limits. So dismmsion (Uday

Gadhia, infri at page 26.

JAI



3. Analysis Regarding Gadhia

The evidence in this matter reveals a pervasive pattern of knowing and willful violations

by Gadhia including accepting and/or receiving contributions from a tbreign national, making of

contributions in the name of another, and soliciting others to make such contributions. Gadhia's

arguments primarily concern whether the Commission's pursuit of this enforcement matter

against him is appropriate. Indeed. Mr. Gadhia generally admits his culpability for the violations

and was convicted criminally and imprisoned.

Though Gadhia admits that the violations enumerated in the Statement of Facts contained

within his plea agreement are "substantially correct," Attachment 5 at 203, he nevertheless

argues in his responses that the Commission should withdraw its findings against him and/or find

no probable cause because: (I) the investigation of this matter is time-barred because it was

generated by a complaint under 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)( 1) and the Commission failed to notify him

within the statutorily mandated five days of receipt of the complaint; (2) he did not stipulate to

the accuracy of the Statement of Facts in his guilty plea; (3) he did not "knowingly and willingly

violate 2 U.S.C. §§ 441 f and 441e;"' (4) the institution of FEC proceedings against him at this

time violates the Double Jeopardy Clause of the Constitution; and (5) the Justice D Itz

waived the Commission's civil enforcement jurisdiction over him. S e A4k

First, Gadhia asserts that the Commission received a "complaint" from Subo& Clinmka

regarding this matter and that pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(l) and 11 C.F.R. I I 11.5, the

Commission was required to notify him within five days of the receipt of the com so ms t

provide him with an opportunity to respond to the allegations contained therein.



This matter was generated based on a notification to the Commission, Ma snon , by

Subodh Chandra, president of the IALIF, of improper contributions and possible violations. Su

s letters are voluntarily submitted by any person or entity under the Commission's

jurisdiction and are considered information ascertained by the Commission in the normal course

of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities. S= 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(2). The legislative

history of Section 437(g) goes no further than the statutory language in describing what is meant

by information obtained by the Commission "in the normal course of carrying out its supervisory

duties. "4 However, the Commission has the authority to determine its own procedures and set

clear standards for generating internal compliance actions. FEC. "'Handling of Internally

Generated Matters," Directive No. 6. April 21. 1978. Therefore, pursuant to

2 U.S.C. § 437(g)(a)(l) the Commission was not required, as with complaint-generated matters,

to notify Gadhia. Sr& also 1 I C.F.R. § 111.8.

Second, Gadhia states that he did not verify the accuracy of the Statement of Facts in his

guilty plea which was utilized by this Office in constructing its Factual and Legal Analysis. The

Factual and Legal Analysis formed a basis for the Commission's reason to believe findings

which were the threshold to open the investigation. The Statement of Facts acc manying the

guilty ple whether or not verified by Gadhia, was certainly ample basis to raise a qatiuam fi

illegality justifying an investigation by the Commission.

Third, Gadhia asserts that he did not commit knowing and willful violations of

2 U.S.C. §§ 441fand 441e.

4 "...(O)r if the Commission, based on information obtained in the normal course of carrying out
its duties under the Act, has reason to believe a violation has occurred." H. Rep. No. 94-1057,
94th Congress, 2nd Session. 49-50 (1976).



Gadhia's violations of 2 U.S.C. §§ 441 f and 441 e are clearly knowing and willful. The

Act addresses violations oflaw that are knowing and willful. S j 2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX5)(b). The

knowing and willful standard requires knowledge that one is violating the law. Fedcral 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 delkendant acted deliberately

and with knowledge that the representation was false.- i States jokin, 916 F.2d 207.

214 (5th Cir. 1990). An inference of a knowing and willful violation may be drawn "from the

delendants' elaborate scheme for disguising" his actions. l at 214-15. Gadhia, as an attorney

who had extensive fundraising experience and had served as a treasurer for prior state and federal

campaigns, devised an elaborate scheme to circumvent campaign contribution limits by

accepting funds from foreign sources and by reimbursing funds. Although he does not explicitly

admit to knowing that his actions in connection with the reimbursement scheme were illegal, he

does readily confess that he "should have knowni" that those contributions were illegal. See

Attachment 5 at 164. Moreover, Gadhia's meetings with Singh at a restaurant in Laurel,

Maryland (midway between Baltimore and Washington, D.C. and thus away from either party's

office) where Singh handed Gadhia envelopes containing first $40,000 and then $20,000 in $100

bills, and Gadhia's reimbursement of conduits with cash is clear evidence of it &dat

the source of the money that under Hokina would serve as a basis for a "knowing and willful"

violation.

Fourth, Gadhia argues that the institution of Commission proceedings against him at this

time violates the Double Jeopardy Clause of the Constitution.



The Double Jeopardy clause, which forbids a second punishment for a single offense,5 is

inapplicable in this instance. Although Gadhia pled guilty and was sentenced for a criminal

violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1001. the reason to believe threshold finding and the Commission's

investigation does not implicate the Double Jeopardy Clause of the Constitution. Under certain

rare circumstances. a civil penalty may constitute punishment for the purpose of the double

jeopardy clause. U.S. CONST. amend. V s. cg United States v. 11al -, 490 U.S. 435 (1989)

In UaIlIr, the Court found that a disproportionately high civil sanction under the False Claims

Act against an individual for filing inflated Medicare claims constituted double jeopardy where

the individual had already been prosecuted and punished for criminal violations.6 However, the

Court made clear that the case involved a rare situation where the civil fine was overwhelmingly

disproportionate to the amount involved in the violation. lW.: = U.S.v. Ursery, 116 S. Ct. at

2145 (1996) (the UaIpc decision sets forth a "'case-by-case balancing test ....in which a court

must compare the harm suffered by the Government against the size of the penalty imposed.")

Thus, Halpc should be narrowly construed. On the other hand, the Court in Lkr, found that

in r civil forfeitures related to drug violations are neither punishment nor criminal for

purposes of the Double Jeopardy Clause. " In any event, Double Jeopardy is not an imu in this

matter because the Commission has not even reached the civil penalty stage.

5 "[N]or shall any person be subject for the same offense to be twice put in jeopardy of life or
limb." U.S. Const., Amdt. 5.

6 The U.S. Supreme Court held in Hal that "[u]nder the Double Jeopardy Clause a defean
who already has been punished in a criminal prosecution may not be subjected to an additional
civil sanction to the extent that the second sanction may not fairly be chcied as reeda,
but only as a deterrent or retribution." 490 U.S. at 449.

7 S= also, ULS , Alt, 83 F.3d 779 (6th Cir. 1996) (Assessment of civil penalties on taxpayer did
not constitute punishment for purposes of Double Jeopardy Clause); SEC y.Biboift 29 F.3d



Finally, Gadhia asserts that the institution of the Commission proceedings against him

violates the contractual terms of the Plea Agreement entered into with the Justice Department

because this agreement, he argues, waives the Commission's civil enforcement jurisdiction over

this matter. Specifically. Gadhia argues that he "negotiated a contractually binding Plea

Agreement with DOJ in good faith reliance on the facts that only DOJ was pursuing charges, and

that l)J was representing all of the interests of the United States." on the basis that the AUSA

"6retherred to his decisions and positions as those of 'the (overnment' and 'the United States',"

and the Plea Agreement did not contain an express disclaimer to preserve the Commission's civil

enforcement jurisdiction.

The "Federal Prosecution of Election Offenses" "(Handbook") does state that "plea

agreements with defendants who have possible noncriminal exposure for FECA violations must

contain a specific disclaimer to the effect that the United States Attorney is not waiving the civil

enforcement jurisdiction of the FEC," Federal Prosecution of Election Offenses (U.S.

Department of Justice, Criminal Division, Public Integrity Section, 6th ed. 1995 at 126), and it's

not clear why Gadhia's plea agreement did not contain such a disclaimer. Nonetheless, the

Handbook makes clear that it is intended solely as an internal reference tool for DOJ staff and

definitively states that "[nothing contained herein is intended to confer sastivW or W -- I 

rights on the public generally, or on those whose activities may fall within the reach ofthese laws

(D.C. Cir. 1994) (Civil disgorgement of profits from illegal conduct did not constitute
punishment within the meaning of double jeopardy); MgNichls v- Co miia af
BxMM, 13 F.3d 432 (1st Cir. 1993) (Assessment of income tax deficiencies and pmltiss on
proceeds of drug trafficking already forfeited to the government did not constitnm dol e
jeopdy or an excessive fine); U.S.v. Bi-ll, 921 F.2d 263 (10th Cir. 1990) (Civil pemky
I S-month suspension from dealing in Department of Housing and Urban Development activities
did not constitute punishment within the meaning of the Double Jeopardy Clause.



in particular." See Handbook at p. 1, fn. 1. Indeed, the handbook itself states that the

Commission's enforcement jurisdiction over noncriminal FECA violations cannot be

compromised or waived by the DOJ. See Handbook at 117; also see 2 1 I.S.C. §§ 437d(aX6) and

437d(e). Therefore. although some agreements may include a "'waiver" clause, such as that

mentioned in Gadhia's response. its absence should not signal/signify a perfunctory waiver of the

Commission's civil jurisdiction.

In light of the above, this Office recommends that the Commission reject Gadhia's

request to withdraw (vacate) the reason to believe finding.' Gadhia has not requested

preprobable cause conciliation. This Office. therefore, intends to prepare a General Counsel's

Brief. At the same time, however, this Office realizes that Gadhia has already been punished and

will likely prove to have no assets. The intent, therefore, would not be to recommend further

penalties against Gadhia but to memorialize for the public the previously unexposed details of

this criminal scheme. to signal the serious nature of these violations by finding probable cause

against Gadhia. and to find out whether Gadhia has additional information about the role of the

Indian Embassy and other individuals in the reimbursement scheme.

B. Vinay Wahi and Sati h Bal

The Commission found reason to believe that Satish Bahl, part-owna, of d t

restaurant, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f by making a $1,000 vtinxed

contribution to IALIF, and by soliciting an additional $3,500 in reimbursed %oMiM to

IALIF, mostly from Akbar employees. The Commission also found reason to believe Uhat Vinay

Wahi, fellow part-owner of the Akbar restaurant, knowingly and willfully violatd 2 US.C.

S Gadhia's request to find no probable cause need not be addressed because we me Mt at

the probable cause stage in this matter.



§ 441fby making $4,500 in reimbursed contributions to IALIF and various candidate

committees, and by assisting in acquiring an additional $8,500 in reimbursed contributions,

mostly from employees of Akbar restaurant.

In a response dated December 9, 1996, counsel for Bahl and Wahi stated that these

respondents "cooperated fully and completely" with the I U.S. Attorney's ()ffice, that both met

with agents of the federal government, and that Wahi testified before the grand jury. Attachment

6. In addition, counsel stated that Wahi and Bahl received immunity from the government

(enclosing copies of the letters of immunity) and that when they were offered immunity "there

was no anticipation by the government of a F.E.C. investigation" of Wahi or Bahl. Id. Counsel

- requested that the Commission decline to further pursue or in the alternative, offered to enter into

preprobable cause conciliation.

The language in the immunity letters to Wahi and Bahl states that information given

concerning this matter will not be used "in any criminal proceeding that may be brought in this

District.. .", against Wahi or Bahl. Id. at 3-4. The letter further states "[tjhere ae no other

agreements, promises. undertakings or understandings.. ." between the parties." Id.

In subsequent telephone conversations, counsel explained that he had "major pIobllun"

with the whole process given that his clients had fully cooperated in the crimiII *----wuI--

and been immunized. We pointed out that the grant of immunity only applied to criminal

proceedings and that in any event, the Commission's enforcement jurisdiction owm # .imiIl

FECA violations cannot be compromised or waived. Counsel then asked how his chub would

beaefit by cooperating with us and what information we were interested in Wisiog 7W



Office responded that it wanted to further explore what his clients knew about the reimbursement

scheme, actors involved, source of money and that cooperation would be rewarded.

In a subsequent letter dated February 12, 1997, counsel stated that Bahl was out of the

country, would not return until mid-March, and proposed to meet with us without Bahl or Wahi.

Attachment 7. We responded that we wanted to meet directly with his clients and would be

willing to schedule a meeting when Bahl and Wahi would be available. Counsel, however, stated

that "he was willing to make himself available" to meet us but "was not in the habit of

volunteering that his clients speak to us" so that we could use their statements against them,

unless we were willing to give something in return and not just a promise that cooperation would

be rewarded.

In light of the above, it appears that these respondents would be more inclined to discuss

this matter with us after receiving a conciliation agreement. Accordingly, this Office

recommends that the Commission reject the respondents' request to take no further action, grant

the respondents" request for preprobable cause conciliation and approve the attached proposed

) conciliation agreements

C. Dr. S. V. Rammurthy

The Commission found reason to believe that Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy knowing md

willfuly violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 by allowing his name to be used to make $4,000 in



contributions to Robb for Senate, Citizens for Sarbannes, Citizens for Senator Wofford, and the

IALIF, and soliciting other individuals to make $3,000 in reimbursed contributions to IALIF.

Ramamurthy solicited two guests. Jay Mangalvedhe and

Sonne Gowda. during a social function at Ramamurthy's home. Jay Mangalvedhe reported that

Ramamurthy requested that he and Sonne Gowda each write a $1,000 check to IALIF for which

they would be reimbursed. Mangalvedhe stated his understanding was that this was not a

political contribution but related to the local Indian-American community. He further stated that

he did not know the source of the cash and that Ramamurthy did not mention Gadhia's name

during the transaction. Gowda stated that Ramamurthy announced that he had some money to

give away but that there was a limit, and that Ramamurthy asked Mangalvedhe to provide a

check in return for cash. Gowda said he was aware that this fundraising was connected to

Gadhia and was also aware of the $1,000 limit but did not know he was making a political

contribution. He said he did not think Ramamurthy was the source of the cash but thought

perhaps other wealthy Indian-Americans were. Ramamurthy gave Gowda $2,000 in fresh $100

bills numbered sequentially (Gowda offered to have his son Vikram also make a $1,000

contribution). Gowda said Ramamurthy gave instructions to have the checks delivered to

Gadhia's office.

On December 19, 1996, counsel for Dr. Ramamurthy requested prepbable cause

conciliation while also suggesting that the Commission close the matter without a finding of a

violation or monetary penalty. Attachment 10. Counsel cited Dr. Ramamurthy's coop

with the Justice Department's investigation, his testimony before the grand jury, uvd his

"complete disclosure of activities" to the AUSA. Counsel offered to discuss the matter r

and Dr. Ramamurthy was informally interviewed by telephone on March 4, 1997.
..... .4 ,
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I. Summary of Informal Interview

In the interview, Dr. Ramamurthy, a dentist, stated that he has known Gadhia since 1980

and that Gadhia is an acquaintance, a dental patient, and his attorney. Ramamurthy explained

that he has made campaign contributions in the past and attended several fundraisers with Gadhia

at Gadhia's request. Ramamurthy further stated that he has no fundraising experience though he

declined a request to be the Indian-American community's coordinator 1ir (iovernor Schaeffer's

1986-1987 campaign. Ramamurthy also stated he has been active in the two local Indian-

American organizations -- India Forum and STEP IN-- but is not involved with the Indian

Embassy though he attended a function there in 1985-1986.

Dr. Ramamurthy explained that in October 1994, as he was leaving a restaurant after

having had lunch with Gadhia, Gadhia handed him an envelope, telling him that it contained

money and that he would contact him later. Ramamurthy said the envelope contained $8,000 in

cash. He further said that Gadhia called him and ask that he and his wife each write a check for

$1,000 to IALIF and that he approach others to write more checks. Ramamurthy said that during

a dinner party at his house, the guests, Sonne Gowda and Jay Mangalvedhe, said they had heard

there was a fundraiser and wanted to know how they could help and that he told them they could

write checks. Ramamurthy said that he told his guests that the money cam from Ud Lar

in the week, Ranamurthy explained, Gadhia asked him to write more checks to the campaigns of

Sarbannes, Robb, and Wofford.

When asked whether he questioned Gadhia about the legality of these transetiom,

Ramamurthy stated that he did not even think to question it because Gadhia was an atnawy und

that he trusted that Gadhia would not ask him to do something illegal. He also said that he had
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little opportunity to talk with Gadhia during that time because Gadhia was very busy with the

(ilendening campaign and said he would explain it all later. In subsequent discussions with this

Office regarding this issue, counsel stated that Ramamurthy knew there was a $1,000 limit for

individual contributions.

2. Summary of Response and Analysis

By memorandum dated May 19, 1997, counsel fbr l)r. Ramamurthy requested

preprobable cause conciliation or. in the alternative, that the Commission dismiss the matter

without a finding of probable cause. Attachment I I. Counsel admits that Ramamurthy made

reimbursed contributions as described in the Factual and Legal Analysis but sets forth the

following as mitigating factors: (i) Ramamurthy cooperated with the U.S. Attorney's Office

and with the Commission: (2) he did not willfully violate any law: and. (3) "further proceedings

would constitute an inappropriate use of government resources, and the DOJ and Commission

proceedings "'have taken their toll" on Ramamurthy. causing him embarrassment within the

Indian immigrant community and considerable legal fees.

First, counsel points out that Ramamurthy fully cooperated with the U.S. Attorney's

Office and the Commission's investigations. Specifically, counsel explains that Rumuthy

provided information to the United States Attorney's Office who prosecuted the cam a

testified before the grand jury. Counsel also points out that Ramamurthy was treat as "a

witness rather than as a knowing participant." As evidence of Ramamurthy's oop a wi h

DOJ, counsel provided a letter from Joseph L. Evans, the Assistant United States Asoney who

prosecuted the criminal case against Gadhia. Id. at 10-1 . In his letter, Mr. Evms statu

Ramnamurthy had been "fully debriefed" and found to be "candid, truthful, cooperative." The
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letter further states that it was concluded that Ramamurthy was "not aware of the scope of the

scheme and did not seem to know" the source of the money. [he letter adds that Ramamurthy

would have been used as a Government witness had the case gone to trial and that

"Ramamurthy's presence as a potential witness influenced Gadhia to plead guilty." In addition,

counsel argues that Ramamurthy cooperated with the Commission by providing an interview and

also providing additional information.

Dr. Ramamurthy's cooperation with DOJ in the criminal investigation would clearly not

make him immune to pursuit under the FECA. Moreover. DOJs nonprosecution of

Ramamurthy and treatment of Ramamurthy as a witness is less evidence of Ramamurthy's level

of cooperation than part of DOJ's practice. As noted in the DOJ handbook: "Although conduits

may also have criminal exposure under Section 441 f, the Justice Department customarily treats

conduits as witnesses against the person who recruited them to launder the funds." Handbook at

103. DOJ will not normally pursue a conduit unless the violation is willful, involves a

"substantial sum of money" and results in false reporting of campaign information. Moreover,

the DOJ recognizes that "conduits remain subject to FEC civil enforcement proceedings" and

"depending on the extent of their conduct," may be subject to civil penalties. a at fn. 38. Thus,

although Ramamurthy's cooperation with DOJ is not necessarily a mitgati f fr I

Commission, this Office does recognize his cooperation with this Office in willingly

participating in an informal interview.

Second, counsel argues that Ramamurthy did not knowingly and willfully violate the law

because he tusted his attorney Gadhia and did not think that his lawyer would ask him to do

something illegal. Counsel also argues that it would be a "stretch" to infer that Rnamurthy "a
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layman acting at the behest of his trusted lawyer" would "know he was violating the law in so

technical and arcane a field."

Though it is possible that Ramamurthy so fully trusted Gadhia that he did not even think

to question him about the legality of the reimbursement scheme, this is hard to believe given that

Ramamurthy had previously made campaign contributions and attended fundraisers, and that he

admitted that he knew of the contribution limits and was reimbursed in cash. At the very least,

Ramamurthy should have questioned Gadhia about this.

Finally, counsel argues that it would be an inefficient use of Commission resources to

pursue Ramamurthy suggesting that Ramamurthy's violations are not serious and that the

violations have already been "'corrected" through the criminal prosecution and investigation and

".prevented" because Ramamurthy will not commit future violations.

Counsel's suggestions that Ramamurthy's S4.000 worth of reimbursed contributions and

$3,000 worth of solicited reimbursed contributions are not worth pursuing ignores the fact that

such violations are very serious and that Ramamurthy made reimbursed contributions and

solicited others to make reimbursed contributions.

With regard to the above, this Office recommends that the Commiion rejem

Dr. Ramamurthy's request for no furth action and qrant his requmst to ierIo q le

cause conciliation.
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Accordingly, this Office recommends that the Commission approve the attached proposed

conciliation agreement

D. Sachindar Gupta

The Commission found reason to believe that Sachindar Gupta knowingly and willfully

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441fby permitting his name to be used to make S10,000 worth of

contributions to various candidate committees. Each of Gupta's contributions was listed in

Gadhia's record of contributions which was sent to the Indian Embassy. In addition, disclosure

documents reveal that Gupta made no reported federal contributions in the two election cycles

previous to the contributions in question.

1. Summary of Responses and Investigation

According to the Statement of Facts, Gadhia was able to generate approximately $60,000

in contributions to support IALIF and individual candidates. Gadhia asserts in his deposition

that he reimbursed "only between $44,000-$45,000" in contributions and that he returned

$15,000-$16,000 which, he claims reflects declined reimbursements from several individuils

including Sachindar Gupta. See Attachment 5 at 141.

Gadhia testified that Gupta declined his offer of reimbursements and was not reimbmod

for any of his contributions. Id. at 132. Gadhia explained that Gupta is a very wealthy incividl

who has made substantial contributions to state candidates in the past. Gadhia also testified tha

he and Gupta have a close relationship and that for some of the contribution cbecs Ouqps mW

him to fill in the payee name and/or the dollar amount. Id. at 135 and 185-192. Gadhia stws
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that the $15,000 or $16,000 or so he returned to Singh came in part from amounts not reimbursed

to Gupta. Wd. at 193.

Gadhia was asked why Gupta's name appeared on the list to the Indian Embassy if he had

not been reimbursed. Gadhia answered that the purpose of the list was to let Singh know how

much support Gadhia had generated without differentiating between those who had been

reimbursed and those who had not. Id.

By letter dated December 9. 1996. counsel for Gupta contends that Gupta was not

reimbursed for any of his contributions and requested that the Commission "withdraw" the

reason to believe finding. Attachment 13. In response. this Office explained that Gupta had not

submitted any documentation to show the contributions had not been reimbursed and requested

that Gupta provide copies of relevant bank records covering the period during which the

contributions were made.

In his February 25. 1997, response, counsel stated that Gupta had turned over the

documentation requested to the U.S. Attorney's Office and FBI during the investigation. The

U.S. Attorney's Office released the financial records to this Office.9 As these records were

incomplete as to the original request for documentation, this Office, by letter datd April 16,

1997, specifically requested bank statements for any other checking or saving accmU mw

Gupta's name and checkbook registers for two bank accounts. In response to the infoanal

request, Gupta stated that he had "furnished all the information and records that are in my

possession," and that he did not save deposit slips or maintain check registers. Attachment 14.

9 Sachindar Gupta's bank records are too voluminous to include with this report, but ae
available in DockeL
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The bank statements provided by Gupta reveal numerous transactions involving large

amounts of money obviously suggesting that he has the financial means to make contributions.

It is not possible, however, to fully investigate this matter without knowing whether Gupta has

other bank accounts. Rather than engaging in a full scale investigation, this Office recommends

that the inquiry be narrowed to written discovery to Gupta to identify all of his bank accounts

and for a subpoena for bank records of Gupta from the bank on which the contribution checks

were drawn (Maryland National Bank now NationsBank). Accordingly. this Office recommends

the Commission reject the request to vacate the reason to believe finding and instead authorize

the attached Subpoena to Produce Documents to NationsBank. (Attachment 15). and Order to

Submit Written Answers to Sachindar Gupta. Attachment 16.

E. Uday Gadhia

The Commission found reason to believe that Uday Gadhia knowingly and willfully

violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f by permitting his name to be used to effect a $500 contribution to

IALIF, and by soliciting five other individuals in making $4,500 worth of contributions to

IALIF. The individuals solicited by Gadhia were: (1) Sivasubramanian Baskar ($1,000); (2)

Umesh Naik ($1,000); (3) Venkatachlen Ramaknshnan ($1,000); (4) Tejpal Rehncy ($1,000);

and (5) Zubair Siddiqi ($500). Uday Gadhia also stated that he solicited an additionl $1,300

vwrth of contributions to JALIF from Arvind Mehta ($500) and Hemanta Kole ($900) and that

his wife also made a $500 reimbursed contribution.

Gadhia

appionched them in late October 1994, at their personal residences, about making a reimbursed

contribution. They were reimbursed in cash ($100 bills). They stated that Uday Gadhia gave

49 .
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them only general reasons for the fundraising such as supporting the Indian community, raising

funds for politicians favorable to India, "people running for office," or helping Lalit Gadhia raise

funds. One of the conduits, Siddiqi stated to the FBI that Uday Gadhia assured him that there

was nothing wrong with making a reimbursed contribution. Several stated that they were later

contacted by Uday Gadhia who notified them that they might be contacted by investigators.

Uday Gadhia reportedly told them not to lie about anything and not to alter the details.

1. Summary of Response and Informal Interview

Counsel for Uday Gadhia submitted a response dated January 29. 1997. Attachment 17.

This Office also conducted an informal interview of Gadhia on February 12, 1997. By letter

dated February 21, 1997. counsel requested preprobable cause conciliation. Attachment 18.

In the January 29. 1997. response. counsel portrayed Uday Gadhia. Lalit Gadhia's

nephew, as a "naive and youthful- individual who 'had no reason to question the propriety" of

what his uncle, Lalit Gadhia, asked him to do because he honored and loved his uncle who was

also a "highly regarded and politically well-connected attorney." Attachment 16, page 1.

Counsel also stated that Uday Gadhia was a "completely truthful, willing, and cooperative

witness" for the United States Attorney's Office investigation of this matter. I. at 2. Comwcl

also stated that Gadhia supports a family and makes a modest income

Counsel also requested that the Commission only reprimMd and arn Gadhia.

In his informal interview, Uday Gadhia stated that he felt beholden to his voIe for

helping him obtain a United States visa and employment and that he would do myhing ftr his

uncle. Gadhia also stated that he believed his uncle when he said that the 1*IbMiNm wa

just a loophole in the law to get around the contribution limit. Uday Cadhia onflhmed that Lalit
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Gadhia reimbursed both he and his wife for their $1,000 contribution and that he later gave him

$10.000 in fresh $100 bills to reimburse others., lday Gadhia further stated that he approached

other people and told them the same thing Gadhia had told him-- that the money was to aid

politicians helpful to India and the reimbursement was a loophole which was not illegal. Uday

(jadhia said Lalit Gadhia did not tell him anything about the source of the money and that he had

no knowledge about the Indian Embassy or other solicitors or conduits in this matter.

In his deposition. Lalit Gadhia had testified that this was the only time he had approached

his nephew about making a contribution and that Uday Gadhia acquiesced to his request to make

reimbursed contributions because he is his uncle and a lawyer and that tiday Gadhia assumed it

was proper. In her informal interview. Rosemary Osborne. Lalit Gadhia's former secretary. also

commented that Uday Gadhia had not made political contributions before or been involved in

campaigns and fundraising.

2. Diasnuss

In light of the strong evidence that Uday Gadhia agreed to participate in the

reimbursements because of his lack of knowledge in this area, his special relationship to his

uncle, and his full trust, albeit mistaken, in his uncle's assurances that the reimburseMMets were

legal, and because he has been fully cooperative and truthful with this Ofc this Office

recommends that the Commission approve Uday Gadhia's request to take no further action and

close the file as to this respondent. This Office further recommends that the i issue a

letter of admonishment to this respondent.



F. The Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund; Subodh Chandra,

Trtasulr

The Commission found reason to believe that the Indian-American Leadership

Investment Fund ("IALIF" or "'PAC") and Subodh Chandra, as treasurer, violated

2 U.S.C. §§ 44 1e and 441f tbr knowingly accepting prohibited contributions, i.e., contributions

which were both from a foreign source and made in the name of another. This Office

recommended, however, that the Commission not pursue the PAC and its treasurer beyond

finding reason to believe because of Chandra's prompt reporting of the violations in a sua scn

submission and his formal request for advice and cooperation with the I)OJ investigation. The

Commission determined to take no further action and closed the matter as to these respondents.

Subsequently, Chandra advised this Office that he had requested refunds from

committees to which the IALIF had made prohibited contributions in October and November

1994 and that several of these committees had supplied the refunds to IALIF. In response, this

Office informed Chandra that it had notified these committees to disgorge the contributions to

the United States Treasury and requested that the IALIF disgorge an equivalent amount of any

refunds received from these committees to the Treasury, care of the Commiion.

While Chandra initially contested the disgorgement of funds to the United Sw.

Treasury instead of to charity, (Attachment 19), he did eventually disgorge the full aniot of the

refunds IALIF received and some residual funds that came from Gadhia. Attacl n 20.

Chandra also disputed the reason to believe finding that IALIF is chargeable wiA

knowledge of Gadhia's illegal activities because Gadhia acted as an agent of the IALIF. Thouo

Chandra has stated he would be submitting a formal request for an advisory opinion on boh the
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disgorgement and reason to believe issue, (Attachment 19), such a request has not been

submitted. In telephone conversations with this Office, Chandra has argued that he should not be

held responsible as treasurer because he exercised best efforts to obtain and report contributor

information. had no reason to mistrust Gadhia or had any inkling of the reimbursement scheme,

and promptly reported to the Commission when he became aware of the problem. 10

The basis for the Commission's findings as set out in the Factual and Legal Analysis was

that Chandra, in authorizing Gjadhia to raise money on behalf of IAIIF during the 1994 election

cycle and allowing Gadhia to select the campaigns to which the funds would go, essentially

turned over the PAC to Gadhia to further the PAC's interest. Thus. Gadhia acted on behalf of the

IALIF. In such situations, under settled principles of agency law, IALIF was chargeable with

knowledge of its agentfs. Gadhia. illegal actions and it is not unreasonable to hold IALIF and

Chandra. as treasurer, responsible under the circumstances. Neither Gadhia nor Chandra dispute

Gadhia's fundraising role. In his deposition, Gadhia testified that after receiving the first

installment from Singh, he contacted Chandra and made an offer to generate support for IALIF,

that Chandra "welcomed whatever support" Gadhia would generate, and that Gadhia arranged to

10 This Office also received a letter from AUSA Joseph Evans qiin dw - p"
the Commission's reason to believe finding against IALIF and Chandra. AtNahme 21. The
letter states that neither Chandra nor IALIF knew that Gadhia obtained donations from nomine
and that the source of funds was the Indian Embassy, explaining that Chandra fully trusted
Gadhia whom he viewed as a "mentor" and that IALIF and Chandra were "victinm" of 3adhi's
actions and were "cynically manipulated." Id at i. The letter also argues that Chandm tried to
provide accurate reports to the Commission by writing Gadhia to obtain additional curMib
information and that Chandra "made every effort to comply with the law" by prompty
contacting the Commission as soon as he discovered that the contributions might be iUlp un
fully cooperating with both the criminal investigation and the Commission. a4. The law ait,
argues that because IALIF was a very small PAC with a low level of activity Chandra would be
identified with IALIF and the reason to believe finding would carry a potential stigma to
Chandra. d. at 2.
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send Chandra the checks. Attachment 5 at 152, 177-178. Gadhia said that Chandra did request

additional occupation/employer information Ir the contributors, but that he does not recall

Chandra questioning any aspect of the fundraising nor did he volunteer any information to

Chandra about the reimbursements or source of the funds. 14. at 178-180. Gadhia also testified

that it was decided that Gadhia would select the candidates that would receive IALIF's support

though he and Chandra discussed the selections and Chandra provided Uome input. Id. at 153.

204-205.

As noted above, the Commission has already taken no further action with respect to

IALIF and Subodh Chandra.

G. Aruna and Sudhir Trivedi

The Commission found reason to believe that Aruna and Sudhir Trivedi each violated

2 U.S.C. § 441 f by knowingly permitting their names to be used to make a reimbursed

contribution. At the same time, the Commission took no further action and closed the matter as

to these respondents. The basis for the Commission's findings was that the Trivedis each made a

$1,000 contribution to IALIF which was received on October 31, 1994, and that both their names

appeared on the list of contributors which Gadhia forwarded to Davendm Singh at dhe Indian

Embassy.

By letter dated December 24, 1996, counsel for the Trivedis argued that there was no

factual basis for the reason to believe finding against the Trivedis. Attachment 22. Counmel

requests that the Commission reopen this investigation at is pertains to his clients, find no

probable cause to believe that his clients violated the Act and close it agai. a Cwmsl

provided affidavits from the Trivedis denying they were reimbursed for their contributions to the

:!. " °': , . .. : ' 2 .. ' : . . : : . ,
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IALIF and provided various bank records." 14. Counsel contends that the Trivedis have the

financial means to make large campaign contributions and that they have made such

contributions in the past to various federal candidates. Counsel also points out that the United

States Attorney's Office never charged the Trivedis or targeted them for investigation for any

criminal violation and that the AtJSA stated "'that he was unaware ofant' ,dcuments which

indicated" the Trivedis had been reimbursed.

During its investigation of this matter. this Office requested and counsel willingly

supplied copies of documentation from the Trivedis" bank records including bank statements,

deposit slips, and checkbook registers. Attachment 23. Counsel also provided an explanation for

specific deposits. Attachment 24. The information obtained from the bank records reveals

numerous deposits and wkithdrawals involving large amounts of money reflecting that the

Trivedis would have the financial wherewithal to make $1.000 contributions. In addition, a

search of the contributor index for the Trivedis revealed prior contributions to other federal

candidates. There is no evidence of a reimbursements in any of the records provided.

In his deposition. Gadhia testified that the Trivedis are wealthy individuals who have

made contributions in the past and who did not want to be reimbursed. Attachn 5 at 134 md

163. Gadhia also testified, as with questions regarding Sachindar Gqpt that no ali luvim

listed on the document provided to the Indian Embassy had been reimbursed.

The evidence obtained during investigation from the bank records and firm b w

of Gadhia strongly suggests that the Trivedis had the financial means to make the rnm 1m

to IALIF and were not reimbursed for their contributions. On the other hand a reas a to besi

Bank records of the Trivedis are not included with this report but are available in Dodwi.



finding is merely a threshold determination which permits the Commission to undertake an

investigation into whether a violation has occurred. The fact that the Trivedis' name appeared on

the list of contributors forwarded to the Indian Embassy was sufficient information for the

Commission to make a reason to believe finding against the Trivedis. A reason to believe

finding is not vacated nor is a matter reopened absent evidence of a substantive or procedural

error. No such evidence has been presented here. Accordingly, this Office recommends that the

Commission not grant the Trivedis" request to reopen the matter.

H. Recipient Committees

All of the recipient committees that were issued disgorgement letters have responded and

all but two have fully disgorged to the U.S. Treasury. Attachment 25. Four of these committees

refunded contributions directly to the IALIF and the IALIF in turn has disgorged these

contributions to the U.S. Treasury. Attachment 20. The two remaining committees, Mathews

for Congress and Friends of Eric Fingerhut, have no cash on hand but have made partial

disgorgement and have requested that the Commission allow them more time to raise the fumds

to pay the balance on the disgorgement. Mathews for Congress, which disgorged $1,000 out of

$3,000, states that it currently has no cash on hand and is anticipating anr o emltmo

commitments to help fulfill its disgorgement obligatim. Attaimeat 26. As Nihr

Congress did not request a specific extension period, this Office rtommends that the

Commission approve an extension of not more than two months to pay the bl Friend of

Eric Fingerhut made a partial disgorgement of $250 and is expected to disg te i

$750 in the coming month. Attachment 27.



IiI. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Reject the request from Lalit Gadhia to vacate the reason to believe finding that he
violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441e and 441f.

2. Reject the request from Vinay Wahi to take no further action.

3. Reject the request from Satish Bahl to take no further action.

4. ReJect the request from Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy to take no further action.

5. Take no further action and close the file as to Uday Gadhia.

6. Reject the request from Sachindar Gupta to vacate the reason to believe finding that he
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f.

7. Reject the request from Aruna and Sudhir Trivedi to reopen the matter as to them.

8. Enter into conciliation with Vinay Wahi prior to a finding of probable cause to
believe.

9. Enter into conciliation with Satish Bahi prior to a finding of probable cause to believe.

10. Enter into conciliation with Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy prior to a finding of probable
cause to believe.

11. Approve the attached proposed conciliation agreements.

12. Approve an Order to Submit Written Answers to Sachindar Gupta.

13. Approve a Subpoena to Produce Documents to NationsBank.

14. Approve an extension of two months for Mathews for Congress to -' doe
disgorgement.

15. Approve the appropriate letters.

Date ,awrence M. Noble
General Counsel



Attachments

2. Letter from counsel for Lalit Gadhia dated December 4, 1996
3. Motion to Quash for Lalit Gadhia dated December 18, 1996
4. Letter from counsel for Lalit Gadhia dated Februar' 24. 1997
5. Deposition of Lalit Gadhia. January 2. 1997
6. Letter from counsel for Vinav Wahi and Satish Bahl dated December 9. 1996.
7. Letter from counsel for Vinav Wahl and Satish Bahl dated February 12. 1997
8. Proposed Conciliation Agreement for Vinav Wahi
9. Proposed Conciliation Agreement for Satish Bahl
10. Letter from counsel for Dr. S.V. Ramamurthv dated December 19. 1996
11. Memorandum from counsel for Dr. S.V. Ramamurthy dated May 19, 1997
12. Proposed Conciliation Agreement for Dr. S.V. Ramamurthy
13. Letter from counsel fbr Sachindar Gupta dated December 9. 1996
14. Response from Sachindar Gupta and counsel to April 16, 1997 request from this Office.
15. Proposed Subpoena to Produce Documents to NationsBank.
16. Proposed Order to Submit Written Answers to Sachindar Gupta.
17. Response from Counsel for Udav Gadhia dated January 29. 1997
18. Letter from counsel for Udav Gadhia dated February 21. 1997
19. Letter from Subodh Chandra (IALIF) dated January 23. 1997

_. 20. Letters from Subodh Chandra IALIF) dated June 30. 1997 and July 1. 1997
21. Letter from AUSA Joseph Evans dated February 12, 1997
22. Letter from counsel for Trivedis dated December 24. 1996
23. Letter from counsel for Trivedis dated April 23. 1997
24. Letters from counsel for Trivedis dated March 10. 1997, and May 22, 1997
25. List of recipient committees and disgorgement amounts and dates
26. Letter from Mathews for Congress and disgorgement check dated 5/23/97
27. Letter from Friends Eric Fingerhut dated February 5. 1997 and disgorgement check datd

January 23, 1997

Staff assigned: Dominique Dillenseger



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

MEMORANDUM

TO: LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

FROM: MARJORIE W. EMMONS/BONNIE ROSS
COMMISSION SECRETARY

DATE: AUGUST 28, 1997

SUBJECT: MURs 4582/4583 - GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

The above-captioned document was circulated to the Commission

on Monday. August 25, 1997.

Objection(s) have been received from the Commissioner(s) as

indicated by the name(s) checked below:

Commissioner Aikens

Commissioner Elliott XXX

Commissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarry

Commissioner Thomas XXX

This matter will be placed on the meeting agenda fow

TueXday, September 09.1997.

Please notify us who will represent your Division before the Commission on ft
matter.



BFOR3 THE FEDERAL ILICTION COIMKISSION

In the Matter of
) MUR 4582

Lalit Gadhia;
Vinay Wahi;
Satish Bahl;
Dr. S.V. a thy;
Sachindar oupta; )
Uday Gadhia

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Zmon, recording secretary for

the Federal Election Coimission executive session on

September 9, 1997, do hereby certify that the Comnission

decided by a vote of 4-1 to take the following actions

with respect to MUR 4582

1. Reject the request from Lalit Gadhia
to vacate the reason to believe
find4n that he violated 2 U.S.C.
55 441e and 441f.

2. Reject the request from Vinay WahL to
take no further action.

3. Reject the request from Satish Dahi to
take no further action.

4. Reject the request from Dr. 8. V. Ranamurthy
to take no further action.

S. Take no further action and close the file
as to Uday Gadhia.

(cantued)
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6. Reject the request from Sachindar Gupta
to vacate the reason to believe finding
that he violated 2 U.S.C. I 441f.

7. Reject the request from Aruna and Sudhir
Trivedi to reopen the matter as to them.

S. Enter into conciliation with Vinay Wahi
prior to a finding of probable cause to
believe.

9. Enter into conciliation with Satish Bahl
prior to a finding of probable cause to
believe.

10. Enter into conciliation with Dr. S. V.
Ramazurthy prior to a finding of probable
cause to believe.

11. Approve the proposed conciliation
agreements as recommended in the
General Counsel's August 22, 1997
report.

12. Approve an Order to Submit Written
Answers to Sachindar Gupta as recomended
in the General Counsel's August 22, 1997
report.

p, 13. Approve a Subpoena to Produce to to
NationsBank as re c-nded in the
Counsel's August 22, 1997 report.

14. Approve an extension of two months for
Mathews for Congress to make the required
disgorgement.

(continued)



Federal Zlection Comission
Certification: MUR 4582
September 9, 1997

1.5. Approve the appropriate letters as
recommended in the General Counsel's
August 22, 1997 report.

Commissioners Aikens, McDonald, McGarry, and

Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision;

Commissioner EZlliott dissented.

Attest:

Secrotary of the Commission

Page 3
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20463

September 22, 1997

Charles H. Roistacher, Esq.
Powell, Goldstein, Frazer & Murphy
Sixth Floor
1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004

RE: MUR 4582
Aruna and Sudhir Trivedi

Dear Mr. Roistacher:

This is in response to your letter dated December 24, 1996, in which you request action

which would require the Federal Election Commission to reopen the investigation in MUR 4582
with respect to Aruna and Sudhir Trivedi. On September 9, 1997, the Commission reviewed

your letter and determined not to grant your clients' request to reopen this matter or to vacate the

reason to believe finding.

On November 12,1996 the Commission found reason to believe that Anm md Sudhir

Trivedi each violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f. On the same date, the Commisswin decided to take no

further action and close the file in this matter. By letter dated November 25, 1996, the
Commission notified your clients of this action.

The Commission's decision to declin reopmi this matter rvfkct ls do aSo
of reason to believe was made on the basis of t n-on availIi te C-m at

time. That information reflected that the Trivcdis each made a S 1,000 Coftradw f LZ
which was received on October 31, 1994, and that both their names ar e on 0 lis of
contributors which Lalit Gadhia forwarded to Davendra Singh at the Indian Emm. TU fact

that the Trivedis' name appeared on the list of contributors forwarded to the Indim Emb was
sufficient information for the Commission to make a reason to believe finding i lbs
Trivedis.

This Office ackmowledges that counsel wiHly supplied copies o -_ i ho

the Trivedis' bank records including bank statements, deposit slips, and h



Charle H. Roistacher
MUR 4582
Page 2

suggesting that the Trivedis had the financial means to make the contributions to the IALIF and
were not reimbursed for their contributions. Nonetheless, reason to believe, the only formal
finding made by the Commission in this matter, is only the statutorily required finding to initiate
an investigation and therefore does not constitute a determination by the Commission that a
violation has occurred. A reason to believe finding is not vacated nor is a matter reopened absent
evidence of a substantive or procedural error. No such evidence has been presented here.

In light of its decision to take no further action and close the matter, the Commission has
issued no formal finding, binding or otherwise, that there was probable cause to believe your
clients have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission will put your December 24, 1996 letter on the public record in this
matter, along with any other submission you wish to make, when the matter closes completely.
At the time the matter closes, you will be so notified should you wish to submit any additional
materials to appear on the public record. Such materials should be sent to the Office of the
General Counsel.

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

Sincerely,

Dominique Dillenseger
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

September 22. 1997

David B. Irwin, Esq.
Irwin, Green & Dexter, L.L.P.
Suite 520, B & 0 Building
2 North Charles Street
Baltimore, MD 21201

RE: MUR 4582
Uday Gadhia

Dear Mr. Irwin:

On November 26, 1996, your client, Uday Gadhia, was notified that the Federal Election
Commission found reason to believe that Uday Gadhia violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f On January 29,
1997, you submitted a response to the Commission's reason to believe finding. On Febnary 12,
1997, your client cooperated with an informal interview.

After consideuing the circumstances of the matter, the Co determined on
September 9, 1997, to take no further action against Uday Gadhia, and closed the file as it
pertains to him. 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(aX12XA)

) in effect with respect to all respondents still involved in this matter. The Comissio will notify
you when the entire file has been closed.

The Commision reminds you that contributions made in the nuue of r a
violation of 2 U.S.C. *441. Your clit should take steps to ensure that tis aciydmmt
occur in the fimm.

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

Sincerely,

Dominique Dilleasepr
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
V~Vulaon, DC 20463

September 22, 1997

M. Albert Figinaki, Esq.
Stuart R. Berge', Esq.
Weinberg & Green L.L.C.
100 South Charles Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2773

RE: MUR 4582
Satish Bahl, Vinay Wahi

Dear Messrs. Berger and Figinski:

On November 12,1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe tha
your clients, Satish Bahl and Vinay Wahi, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. I 441f. On
September 9, 1997, the Commission rejected your request to take no further action against your
clients, and detemined to enter into negotiatons diet towards reachn a co iiio

agreement in settlement of this matter prior to a finding of probable cause to beleve.
)

Enclosed is a conciliation agreement that the Commission has approved in settlement of
this matter. If your clients agree with the provisions of the enclosed agreement, please sign and
return it, along with the civil penalty, to the Commission. In light of the fact that conciliation
negotiati, prior to a finding of probable cause to believe, are limited to a maxmum of 30
days, you should respond to this notification as soon as possible.

)

If you have any questions or smggestions for changes in the ag or if you wish to
m me a mvtg in c awction with a mutually satisfactory conciliation e p

N coari me at Erik Morrison at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dillenseger
Attorney

Conilato Agreements
Ea:dr m



1FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION&z p Washington, DC 20463

September 22, 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEPT REUESTED

Legal Support
NationsBank N.A.
100 S. Charles Street
Mail Code MD4-325-03-63
Baltimore, MD 21201

RE: MUR 4582
SGupta

Dear Sir or Madam:

Enclosed is a Subpoena to Produce Docunents, directed to NationsBank NA. The Right
to Financial Privacy Act of 1978 permits the customer whose records are sought ten days from

the date of receipt of the Subpoena to move to quash them. Upon the expiration of this period,
the Commission will notify you that it has complied with the Right to Finmcial Privacy Act. In
the absence of judicial intervention, it is then your obligation to comply with the en= of the
Subpoena. 5=12 U.S.C. §§ 3405 and 3411.

Please be advised that 2 U.S.C. § 437g(aXI2) prohibits making publi my C iui
investigation without the written consent of the person with respect to whom si&n
is made. You e advised that no such consent has been given in this came.

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

Sincerely,

Dominique Dillenser
Attorney

Enclosure
Subpoena



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 4582
)

SURPONA TO PRODUCE DOCUMI

TO: Legal Support
Nations Bank N.A.
100 S. Charles Street
Mail Code MD4-325-03-63
Baltimore, MD 21201

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437d(aX3), and in furtherance of its investigation in the
above-captioned matter, the Federal Election Commission hereby orders you to produce the
documents listed on the attachment to this subpoena. Legible copies which, where applicable,
show both sides of the documents may be substituted for originals.

Notice is given that these documents must be submitted to the Office of the General
Counsel, Federal Election Commission, 999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463, within 15
days of your receipt of the Commission's Certification of Compliance with the Right to Financial
Privacy Act.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission has hereunio set his
hand in Washington, D.C. on this iJr/ day of, 199"7.

For
r 

e

)A

ATTEST:

MEri to Emmons
Secrearto the Commission

4.
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MUR 45320S
NationsBank N.A.
Subpoena
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INSTRUCTIONS

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

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

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall refer to the months of September.
October, November, and December, 1994.

All requests for documents to NationsBank N.A. shall also include accounts at the
institution formerly known as "Man- land National Bank."

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



MUR 4582 M W
NationsBank N.A.
Subpoena
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]DEFIIION

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

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

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

The attached Subpoena to Produce Documents has been issued by the Federal Election
Commission under the authority of 2 U.S.C. § 437d(aX3) as part of a lawful investigation being
conducted under the authority of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX2). You arc required to submit the
following requested documents %ithin 15 days of the Commission's Certification of Compliance
with the Right to Finance Pnvacy Act:

I. For all accounts under the name of Sachindar Gupta, and for any other account on
which Sachindar Gupta has signature authority. provide copies of any and all financial records
for the months of September. October. November. and December, 1994.

2. For all accounts under the name of Sachindar Gupta, and for any other account on
which Sachindar Gupta has signature authority, provide copies of any and all checks, bank
statements, withdrawal and deposit slips, copies of deposited items, instruments, and all other
documents pertaining to the months of September. October, November, and December, 1994.

3. For any data described above maintained electronically, provide formats for the
data, a description of any codes'symbols utilized, the soft're used to create the electronic
records, and readable computer diskettes 3 1.2" or 5 1 '4"' or magnetic tape if stored on tape.

You are hereby advised of the provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) which prohibits
anyone from making public any Commission investigation and provides for a fine up to $5,000
for a violation of that provision.

~k'~



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

PH Washington, DC 20463
September 22. 1997

Gerard P. Martin, Esquire
Martin, Junghans, Snyder & Bernstein, P.A.
Redwood Tower, Suite 2000
217 East Redwood Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

RE: MUR 4582
Sachindar Gupta

Dear Mr. Martin:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe that
your client, Sachindar Gupta, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f. On See
9, 1997, the Commission rejected your request to vacate the reason to believe finding that yo
client violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

Enclosed is an Order to Submit Written Answers directed to your client, Sa-chin
Gupta. All responses to the enclosed Order to Submit Written Answers must be submitted
within 30 days of your receipt of this Order. Statements should be submitted under oah

This letter also serves to notify you that records or information c the
transactions of your client, Sachind Gupta, held by the financial instiwtuio e d ia the
attached Subpoena and Order are being sought by the Federal Election C is
accordance with the Right to Financial Privacy Act of 1978 for the follow m w
investigate possible violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, asm ndi in
connection with the above ekaac ed matter.

If your client desires that such records or information not be made available, yo or he
must:

1. Fill out the accompanying motion paper and sworn statement or an ofyew
own, stating that your client is the customer whose records are being requesad by i
Commission and either giving the reasons you or your client believe that the masb m
relevant to the legitimate law enforement inquiry stated in this notice or sq l b 1
objecting to the release of the records.
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2. File the motion and statement by mailing or delivering them to the clerk of any

one of the following United States District Courts: the United States District Court for the

District of Maryland or the United States District Court for the District of Columbia.

3. Serve the Commission by mailing or delivering a copy of your motion and

statement to: Federal Election Commission, Office of the General Counsel, 999 E Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20463.

4. Be prepared to come to court and present your position in further detail.

5. If you or your client do not follow the above procedures, upon the expiration of

ten days from the date of service or 14 days from the date of mailing of this notice, the records or

information requested therein will be made available. These records may be transferred to other
Government authorities for legitimate law enforcement inquiries, in which event your client will

be notified after the transfer.

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

Sincerely,

Dominique Dillenseger
Attorney

Enclosures
Order to Submit Written Answers

, Subpoena to NationsBank N.A.
Motion to Quash Subpoena
Affidavit
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

SACHINDAR GUPTA,
Petitioner

)
MOTION TO QUASH

) COMMISSION SUBPOENA

V.

THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION,
Respondent

MOTION TO QUASH COMMISSION
SUBPOENA

This matter comes before the court pursuant to 12 U.S.C. § 3401 et seq., Right to
Financial Privacy Act of 1978. Petitioner, Sachindar Gupta, requests this court to quash a
subpoena and order of the Federal Election Commission which seeks to obtain certain bank
documents and information relating to accounts maintained by Petioner.

In support of this application, Petitioner swears to the following:
I. Petitioner controlled and maintained accounts at Maryland National Bank of

Lutherville, Maryland and NationsBank N.A. of Richmond. Virginia.
2. The Commission seeks financial records relating to the above a-c m put of

its investigation pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g.
3. Petitioner believes the Commission is not entitled to these record bec

Sachindar Gupt
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

SACHINDAR GUPTA,
Petitioner

) AFFIDAVIT

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION,
Respondent

AFFIDAVIT

Baltimore County
Maryland

Sachindar Gupta, being duly sworn, makes the following his affidavit and states:
I. I hereby affirm that all of the statements in the Motion to Quash Commission

Subpoena are true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief.
2. Further the affiant sayeth not.

Sachindar Gupta

Subscribed and sworn to before me this
,199_

day of

Notary Public

My Commission expires



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
) MUR 4582

R 111O1 UBlIT WRA ANSERS

TO: Sachindar Gupta
do Gerard P. Martin, Esquire
Redwood Tower, Suite 2000
217 East Redwood Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437d(aXl) and in furtherance of its investigation
above-captioned matter, the Federal Election Commission hereby orders you to
answers to the questions attached to this Order.

in the
submit written

Such answers must be submitted under oath and must be forwarded to the Office of the
General Counsel, Federal Election Commission, 999 E Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20463,
within 30 days of receipt of this Order and Subpoena.

WHEREFORE, the Chairman of the Federal Election Commission has hereunto set his
hand in Washington, D.C. on this //4&1 , day of, a4* , 1997.

For the Commission,

ATTEST:

~.Maor V.Emons
Secretary to the Commission
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INSTRUCTIONS

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

Each answer is to be given separately and independently, and unless specifically stated in
the particular discovery request, no answer shall be given solely by reference either to another
answer or to an exhibit attached to your response.

The response to each interrogatory propounded herein shall set forth separately the
identification of each person capable of furnishing testimony concerning the response given,
denoting separately those individuals who provided informational, documentary or other input,
and those who assisted in drafting the interrogatory response.

If you cannot answer the following interrogatories in full after exercising due diligence to
secure the full information to do so, answer to the extent possible and indicate your inability to
answer the remainder, stating whatever information or knowledge you have concerning the
unanswered portion and detailing what you did in attempting to secure the unknown information.

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

Unless otherwise indicated, the discovery request shall refer to the time period ftm
September 1994 through December 1994.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

"And" as well as "or" shall be construed disjunctively or conjunctively as necessary to
bring within the scope of these interrogatories and request for the production of documents any
documents and materials which may otherwise be construed to be out of their scope.
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1. Identify all accounts under the name Sachindar Gupta and any other account on which
Sachindar Gupta had signature authority for the months of September, October, November, and
December, 1994.

2. For each account provide bank name and address, type of account, and account number.

A

t-,.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

September 5, 1997

Subodh Chandra, Esq.
Thompson Hine & Flory
3900 Key Center
127 Public Square
Cleveland, OH 44114

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Chandra:

In response to your letter dated July 1, 1997, the campaigns of Gary Ackerman,
Robert Andrews, Howard Berman, Sherrod Brown, Eric Fingerhut, Thomas Foley, Lee
Hamilton, Peter Mathews, Kweisi Mfume, Paul Sarbanes. and Richard Swett have made
disgorgements to the U.S. Treasury.

If you have any further questions regarding this information, please feel to contact
me at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,,

Erik Morrison
Staff Member
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Doe: September 12, 1997 J pol() Iindhg this cover

To: Dulillique Diflenseger
Of Federal Flectkm Commission
Pbne: 300-424-9530
Fax: 202-219-3923

From. Subodh Chandra
Phone 216-566-5572

dwCornmeats:

Ms. Dilinseger:

Mr Chandra asked me to infowm ytxi, in hi% hnlence, that he will be out ofthe office and
unreachable imtil Monday, September 29. when he returns to the office. He was maue to complet
his lettcr to the Commission regarding the Indian-American Lemdership Investment Fund, but will
return to that project when he gett beck to the offte. II aked me to apologin for any
inconvenience.

Debbie Kiska
Auisad to Mr. Chouda

Eit' 01324flW94,S0.7.

Our f muber is 216-56638.
If tun sa prablm wit. r i Ord* Is&

plm cil Dab Kim at 216,M&7413.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

September 24, 1997

David Gould
Mathews for Congress
555 Flower Street
Suite 4510
Los Angeles, CA 90071

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Gould:

This letter acknowledges receipt of disgorgements of $1,000 on June 6, 1997 and

August 27, 1997 respectively for contributions received by Mathews for Congress

C'Committee") that were made in the name of another. The remaining balance for

disgorgement is $3,000. The Commission recently voted to allow a two month extension

to disgorge this remaining balance.

In previous correspondence to this office, you have stated the Committee has not

been able to disgorge more funds at the present time because of a low cas-on-hand

balance and its need to pay outstanding debts. Nonetheless, funds should be disgorged

immediately as they become available. As we have informed you previously, this is a

disgorgement of an illegal contribution, not merely a settlemEt of a debt, uxd this Office

advises you that pursuant to II C.F.R. §103.3(aX2) the Committee shall make the

disgot.ment from the next funds it receives.

N Accrdiagly, te C i --- you to disgorge the Ml ofd

a bd e of te ile o bi made to the oninse $3,000, o t
Unied Stie Tmu e ,, cme of the Federal Election Commission wthin two Mon from

date of receipt of this letter.

If you have any questions regarding this information, please feel free to contact

me at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely

Erik Morson
Staff Member
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TFLIPHONF 410/332 8600
WAHINt .TON AREA 3011470 7400

-A( %MII.F 410/332 8862

FILE NUMBER
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September 25. 1997

l)oninique i)illenseger. Fsquire
!"cdera! Flectio. ('ommission
999 F Street. N.W.
Washington. ).('. 20463

R.: Satish Bahl and Vinav Wahi
MUR 4582

l)ear Ms. l)illenseger:

We are in receipt of your letter dated September 22. 1997 in connection with the
abo\ c-captioned matter. In your letter of September 22, you advised me that the Commission
rejected our request to take no further action against Messrs. Bahl and Wahi on September 9,
i947. You further indicated that the Commission "determined to enter into negotiations directed
to%,ards reaching a conciliation agreement in settlement of this matter prior to a finding of
probable cause to believe."

Your letter further requests that we give you a call if we "wish to arrange a
meeting in connection with a mutually satisfactory conciliation agreement." Please be advised
that I would very much like to meet with you to discuss this matter. You willrecall that on
February 12, 1997,1 drafted a letter to you requesting theoo ty to meet with you in
connection with this investigation. I am enclosing a copy of my February 12, 1997 letter to you.
Since that date, I had not heard from you until I received your letter dated September 22, 1997.

Accordingly, I renew my request to meet with you or Mr. Morrison at your
earliest convenience. Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

Stuart R. Berger
163855:DS12:3ifj 1/6093/ne.

cc: Mr. Satish Bahl
Mr. Vinay Wahi
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February 12, 1997

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

Re: Satsh Bahl and Vinay Wahi
MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

This letter follows my previous letter to you dated December 9, 1996, and our

telephone conversation on February 6, 1997.

On February 6, 1997, you contacted me to advise me that the Federal Election

Commission was in the process of conducting an investigation, and gathering information with

regard to this Firm's clients, Satish Bahl and Vinay Wahi. You requestd the right to

interview Messrs. Bal and Wahi with regard to the factual and legl analysis outlined in

MUR 4582. Thereafter, I i--diatey co-acted Mes. BahI aud Wai to ascetWn whether

they would be able to meet with you in compcion with the igl

Pqcm be advised tht Satish B is peseftly w Nw D hi, hdia wit hia

wife. Tne Bahls are au ling the wedding of their nephew in Asrksar, Ini, and are nm

scheduled to rem to the United States until the milddle of March. In that context, I suggest

that I would make myself available to moet with you in lieu of -lm. 3hl nd Wahl. Asl

indicated to you during our telepone convrsation, I repeamed m d gmun
connection with the Federal Govenmuu's crimiul proscution of Llit (adia. As a result, I

am well aware of the fan in the FC i and m willft W ca o Aly
with you in conaction with dug investigto I g otdo ar we mut, you wil be el

to mae your own asemnt on whedr my violatmom were cbmi batd an do

activities alleged in the factual analysis. Further, assumin, for the sake of argwawwt da the

allegations, if true, result in a technical violation of the Federal Elecdon laws, there is no



WXEINBERG & GREEN LLC Dominic Dillenseger, Esquire
February 12, 1997
Page 2

indication, whatsoever, that any of the alleged activities were committed "knowingly" or
"willfully."

I look forward to hearing from you so that we may arrange a mutually
convenient time for us to meet in connection with the investigation.

Very truly yours.

Stuart R. Berger

154020:DS12:3aUC 1/0366/ms

cc: Mr. Satish Bahl
Mr. Vinay Wahi

.)
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September 30, 1997

C-)

Federal Election Commission A

Washington, DC 20463

Re: MUR 4582
C)

Dear Commissioners:

On behalf of our client, Lalit H. Gadhia, we are writing to
inform you that because you have decided not to withdraw the
frivolous reason-to-believe letter you have issued in the above-
referenced matter,: we will be filing a motion for attorney fees
and costs against you under the Equal Access to Justice Act, 28
U.S.C. § 2412.

Contrary to Ms. Dillenseger's letter of September 22, 1997,
the Commission's reason-to-believe finding should have been
vacated due to both substantive and procedural errors, for all of

the reasons explained in our response to the reason-to-believe
letter. Because further pursuit of this matter is in violation
of the law, all attorney fees incurred by Mr. Gadhia in defending
this action will be recoverable against you.

Very truly yours,

Daniel F. Goldstein
Lauren E. Willis

cc: Dominique Dillenseger, Esq.

I We also note that you spent six and one-half months to

come to your closed session decision on our request that you
withdraw your reason-to-believe finding, and that we were not
informed of your decision for another two weeks after that. Your
failure to act promptly or to even provide us with prompt notice
of your belated actions is contrary to Congress' intent that you
act expeditiously, as expressed by the various short deadlines in
the statute. see Rome v. FEC, 608 F. Supp. 1, 6 (D.D.C. 1984).
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September 22, 1997

Mr Eric Momson
Federal Election Commission
099 E Street NW
Wa-hington, nP C 20461

RE: MLR4582

Dear Mr Morrison.

I am writing this letter pursuant to our telephone conversation of last week

I have made Mr Fingerhut and all other relevant parties aware of our outstanding
obligation At this time, we are not in a financial position to make payment on the
remaining balance of $750.00.

However, we have begun fundraising efforts in order to resolve this obligation.

Please call me if you have any questions or need any additional informion. I can be
reached at 216-561-7663.

Sincerely,

Steve Ferris
Political Director

Frithilds A* ( 'foil 4b*I*4bSSIII;1 11 6 1 11"Chiell III
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October 7, 1997

By Facsimile and First Clas Mal

Stuart R. Berger, Esquire
Weinberg & Green LLC
100 South Charles Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2773

RE: MUR 4582
Satish Bahl and Vinay Wahi

Dear Mr. Berger.

Per our telephone conversation today regarding your request for a meeting to
discuss the above-referenced matter and to accommodate your schedule, this is to confirm
the meeting will be held on Thursday, October 16, 1997, beginning at 2.-00 p.m., at the
Federal Election Commission, Office of the General Counsel (sixth floor), 999 E Street,
NW, Washington DC 20463. If you have any questions, please call me at
(202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Dominique ow
Attorey

Ceit4.wjn the Comts~w s -Vah 4mbrrirv

YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOW)IftRO
ODKAiD TO NUMOVU l tX LKtOl4
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

REDWOOo TOWER
SuIE 2000

217 EAST Rwwooo STwrET

BSA.LAmf, Mwnvwo 21202

TegmpON 410/547.7163

FAcamM. 41157-105

PcT'r
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KIKmLy DUNN SPELmAN
CAouw DdEL.L KLEPPER

OF CUN.SEL
STEVEN I. SWEL

410 547-8764
October 7. 1997

Dominique Dillenseger. I-squire
Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
Washington. D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 4582!Sachinder Gupta

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Enclosed please find Mr. Gupta's Written Answers to Questions Under Order.

Very truly yours.

Gerard P. Martin

Enclosure
GPM/Iamp
dm 02092.01

GL ,,o P. MARTW'
PAULA M. JUNGAS
DAVD L. SNYDER
GREGG L BEm, Nl.4N
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In the Matter of ) MUR 4582

WRITTEN ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS UNDER ORDER

1. Identify all accounts under the name Sachinder Gupta and any other account on
which Sachinder Gupta had signature authority for the months of September, October. November.
and December. 1994.

ANSWER: NationsBank
Light Street
Baltimore. Maryland

Earth Engineering
Checking
Money Market

& Sciences. Inc.

Harbor Bank of Maryland
Fa'ette Street
Baltimore. Maryland

NationsBank
The Rotunda
Baltimore. Maryland

NationsBank
Jarrettsville Pike
Jacksonville, Maryland

NationsBank

First National Bank

Certificate of Deposit:

Checking

Checking
Sachinder

Savings
Sachinder

and Carol Gupta

and Carol Gupta

Metro Ready Mix
Checking i
Checking ii
Checking iii

E2CR
Checking
Money Market

2. For each account provide bank name and addresses, type of account, and acou
nmbe.



See answer to number I above.

Respectfully submitted.

fferard1'rtin
Martin. Junghans. Sn~der

& Bernstein. P.A
2- E Red,%od Street
Suite 2000
lialtimore. Mar' land 21202
141f)) 547-7163

I DO SOLEMNLY DECLR.-%R- AND AFFIRM UNDER THE PENALTY OF
P1 RJURY THAT THE FOREGOING ANSWIERS ARE TRUE AND CORRECT TO THE BEST
OF NIY KNOWLEDGE. INFORMATION AND EIIEF

SACHINDER N. GUP-rA-

STATE OF MARYLAND

-+F-/COUNTY OF a

On this day of Cc ftr. 1997, before A 4
Udersigned officer, personally appeared SACHINDER N. --PJ -Iam= i (of
satisfactorily proven to be) the person whose name is subscibtd to the imnd
acknowledged that he/she executed the same for the purposes tharein comd, i n my
presence siped and scaled the same.

IN WITNESS THEREOF. I hereunto set my hand and official seal.

My commission expires: EON %ra ve W__.I_______
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

CERTIUED MAILRETURN RECEIPT REUE11SM

October 14, 1997

Legal Support
NationsBank N.A.
100 S. Charles Street
Tower 1, Third Floor
Mail Code MD4-325-03-63
Baltimore, MD 21201

Attention: Dan Myers

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Myers:

Enclosed is a Certificate of Compliance with the Right to Financial Privacy Act of 1978,
issued in connection with the Subpoena sent to your financial institution on Sepeer 22,1997,
seeking the financial records of Sachinder Guptla.

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

Sincerely,

Dominique Dillensepr
Attorney

Enclosure
Certificate

Cfk~raejvW 11w Comwnuseo,. " Avwwiv

YESTERDAY, KDAY AND TOWNRO'
oCAMO Tol~i a4Ipc 100

S



CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH
T RIGHT TO FINANCIAL PRIVACY ACT

TO: Legal Suppot
NioaBank N.A.
100 S. Charics Street
Tower 1. Third Floor
Mail Code MD4-325-03-63
Batimo", MD 21201

FROM: Federal Election Commission
999 E Stre, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: MUR 4582

1 hereby ceiify, purstua to Sectim I I03(b) of the Right to Financial Privay Act of
1978,12 U.S.C. § 3403(b), tha the provisions of the Act have been complied with as to the
Subpoena to Produce Documents fnewde to you in the above-captioned matter, response to
which are being ordered pursut to 12 U.S.C. §§ 3402 and 3405.

Sincerely,

Octobe 10, 1997 Attorne
Oc'tober 10, 1997 Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

October 15. 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIE REQUESTED

Lauren E. Willis, Esq.
Daniel F. Goldstein, Esq.
Brown, Goldstein & Levy, L.L.P.
The Maryland Bar Center
Suite 300
520 West Fayette Street
Baltimore, MD 21201

RE: MUR 4582

Lalit Gadhia

Dear Ms. Willis and Mr. Goldstein:

Based on information ascertained in the normal course of carrying out its supervisoy
responsibilities, and information supplied by your client, Lai Gadhia, on Novembe 12, 1996,
the Federal Election Commission found reason to believe that your clieu, kw y sd

4" willfully violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441e and 441f and instituted an inve in his .

After considering all the evidence available to the Com the Office Of(68 Gemu
Counsel is prepared to recommend that the Commissio find proube cm I* bdk v @do
knowing and willful violations have occume

- The Commission may or may no V the Genral CoUM's 0r--- --- -
Submitted for your review is a brief stating the position of the Ceeral Couud omn Il and
factual issues of the case. The brief also addresses Lssues you have raised in preVious
submissions to the Commission including those in your most recent l dmed W r 30,
1997, to the Commission. Within 15 days of your receipt of this notice, you mq Me vAk h
Secretary of the Commission a brief (ten copies if possible) stating you poiom an d iu
and replying to the brief of the Geneal Counsel. (7r copies of such brief imUd he
forwarded to the Office of the Geneal ComseL if possible.) The Geina Cuu Wlt
any brief which you may submit will be cnsidered by de Cominiua. behe s I a
vote of whether there is probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.

Ce&*aw& Met CoPVnSSu03VIS 2M~ 4nneiwsrw

YISTRD^Y. TOQAY A%1D TOMOSVtOV
OX~AMWON~IIpX#OU



LAU=e . Wil, .Eq.
Dnie F. Goldmin, Esq.
MUR 4582
Page 2

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days. you may submit a writeu
request for an extension of time. All requests for extensions of time must be submitted in writing

five days prior to the due date, and good cause must be demnsetrd. In addition, the Office of

the General Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the Office of the General Counsel
attempt for a period of not less than 30, but not more than 90 days, to settle this matter through a
conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney
assigned to this matter, at (202) 219-3960.

Enclosure
Brief



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 4582

Lalit Gadhia )

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF ME CASE

In April/May of 1995, Lalit Gadhia was the subject of Baltimore Sun articles regarding

illegal contributions to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund ("IALIF"). The Sun

alleged that Gadhia had made several contributions to the IALIF using the names of other

individuals ("conduits") to mask the true source of funds. To the press, Gadhia denied any

impropriety. Thereafter, Subodh Chandra, treasurer of the IALIF, made a s V= submission

to the Commission regarding the possible violations. Subsequently, Gadhia was criminally

prosecuted and 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 commite listing

funds contributed in the name of another. The plea and statement of facts alerted the

Commission to evidence that the funds originated from Davendra Singh, a foreign nationl and

official at the Indian Embassy in Washington, D.C.

On November 12, 1996, the Commission, based on infomation ae id g

course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, found reason to believe that L* OmaM

knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441e and 441f. The Commission conducte an

investigation which revealed circumstances of the scheme which have not yet been mes pubki
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H, FACTUAL AND LEAL ANALYSIS
A. APPLICADLLlAW

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 unlawful 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.

§ I 10.4(aX3). The term "foreign national" includes, rater aia, 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. 2 U.S.C. § 441e. 22 U.S.C. § 611 (b) defines "foreign principal"

as, rater a& 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) imowingy

accepting such a contribution. In addition, no person may knowingly help or asist any pera in

making a contribution in the name of another. 2 U.S.C. § 441 f; I I C.F.R. § 110.4(bXIXiii).

The Act addres violations of law that are knowing and willful. So 2 U.S.C.

§ 437g(aX5)(B). The knowing and willful standard requires knowledge that one is violating the

law. 640 F.

95 (D.N.J. 1936). A knowing and willful violation may be ished yoof tIs the

defendant acted deliberately and with knowledge that the representation was false." Umied

Stem Iv- Hokin% 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 disguisin" their actiom. IX.

at 214-15.



B. FACTS AND ANALYSIS

In August-September 1994, Davendra Singh, a foreign national and the then-Minister for

Community Affairs at the Embassy of India, and Lalit Gadhia, a politically active Baltimore

attorney, began a scheme in which federal contributions of up to approximately $60,000 were

made using conduits.

As well as practicing immigration law since the 1980's, Gadhia was heavily involved in

political activities and held important positions on finance committees for numerous local, state,

federal, and presidential candidates including Dukakis, Clinton, Mikulski, Sarbannes,

Glendening and Schmoke. According to Rosemary Osborne, Gadhia's secretary from 1989 to

May 1995, Gadhia had a solo legal practice but spent considerable time in fundraising activities--

telephoning, sending solicitations, organizing and attending fundraising functions, and collecting

contribution checks. Osborne also stated that Gadhia had a "core group" of close friends

composed of Aruna and Sudhir Trivedi, Sachinder Gupta, and Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy, whom he

could count on for contributions and fundraisers.

Gadhia also acted as president of STEP-IN and as legal counsel for the India Forum, tm

local Indian-American cultural organizations.

Gadhia established his relationship with the Indian Embassy throug iuvolmu* in

India Forum banquets and STEP-IN events which used newsletters and invimatlo to

Embassy personnel, including Ambassadors. He had contact with the Indian Ambaador

dating back to Abid Hussain sometime in 1990 or 1991. In addition, Gadhia attended mnm

Indian national holiday events at the Embassy over a period of time up until 1994 ot 1995. Isma

capacity as a legal counsel for the India Forum and STEP-IN, Gadhia interacted a pat deal w
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Davendra Singh on an ongoing basis. He commenced contact with Minister Sing) the then.

Minister for Community Affairs at the Indian Embassy, through correspondence and frequent

visits by Minister Singh to Gadhia's office which occured during the period 1990-1994.

According to Gadhia, Minister Singh initiated the idea for the reimbursement scheme. In

August/September 1994, Minister Singh engaged Gadhia in a conversation concerning political

fundraising at a luncheon in Washington, DC. Minister Singh knew that Gadhia was active in

supporting candidates and attempting to raise money within the Indian-American community.

Minister Singh asked Gadhia if he could use any help, e.g. money, if it was available. Gadhia

responded that, "yes", he could use some help if it was made available. Soon thereafter, Minister

Singh contacted Gadhia and proposed to make some "resources available" and a meeting was

scheduled at the Holiday Inn, Laurel, Maryland, in late September, or early October 1994. This

meeting place was neither in Baltimore, where Gadhia was, nor in Washington, where Minister

Singh was, but at a hotel midway between the two cities.

During the course of three meetings in September-November 1994, Minister Singh

offered Gadhia a total of approximately $60,000 in cash and indicated that he wanted Gadhia "to

channel it to appropriate candidates in the federal election, the upcoming '94 federal e "leo"

At this first meeting in Laurel, Minister Singh gave Gadhia an envelope ca $40,0 i

$100 bills. Gadhia did not have any knowledge or impression of Minister Singh's finuncial

situation. Gadhia stated that at that first meeting he asked Minister Singh whether the nmney

was provided by the government of India because he thought "it would be a serious mate if it

was government money" and because he "did not want to become an agent" of In& 3A&ia

stted that Minister Singh responded "no" to that question and futher stated tha for him



(Gadhia), "that was good enough. I didn't want to know anything more about it" Two or three

weeks later, Gadhia met with Minister Singh again after Minister Singh called Gadhia and asked

if he could use more money and Gadhia responded affimatively. At this second meeting in

Laurel, Minister Singh gave Gadhia another packet containing $20,000 in cash. Gadhia states

that, this second time, he did not ask Minister Singh about the source of the money.

At this meeting, Gadhia informed Minister Singh that he was channeling funds to the

PAC (IALIF)', making contributions through different individuals to the PAC and coordinating

with the PAC as to whom should get the money. Gadhia has made the unsubstantiated claim that

$15,000-S16,000 of this money was unused and returned to Minister Singh at a third meeting

Gadhia initiated at the Holiday Inn in Laurel. Finally, Gadhia sent to Minister Singh's attention

at the Embassy of India a list of "who was receiving contributions and who was contributing."

This list was sent without a cover letter.2 According to Gadhia, during the time period after the

third meeting in Laurel, there was no other contact between himself and Minister Singb, or any

other officials from the embassy, except for a farewell party for Minister Singh later that winter.

For a few days after the receipt of the money from Minister Singh, Gadhia kept the

money in his car and then in a locked safe in his office. He told no one about the tranuctios

Gdhia testified that after receiving the first inallnt from Miniser Sish, he
contacted Subodh Chandra, the IALIF's treasurer, and made an offer to genmte spport for the
IALIF. Gadhia said that Chandra "welcomed whatever support" Gadhia would generate ad that
it was agreed that Gadhia would raise the money, send the checks and select the cAlAes to
receive IALIF's support. Gadhia stated that he discussed the selections with Chandra who
provided input

2 Rosemary Osborne explained that she prepared the list of names and addrese of
onibutors and copies of contribution checks which were nailed to the Indi Emba wly do

Aw prepared the list from the checks given to her by Gadhia. Osborne stated thatGadhia ased
her to send the list without any cover letter and that she thought this was very umumsal.

• - i 4<

.o, . , ,.'' /./ • ,
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between himself and Minister Singh. He then proceeded to approach and reimlrse numnrm

individuals for contributions. He would reimburse them by providing cash in exchange for

personnel checks either at his office or at a meeting place. Gadhia approached 45 individuas

(either directly or through one of seven solicitors) who agreed to write checks to either the IAL[F

or directly to federal candidates in return for reimbursements. During October-November 1994,

Gadhia forwarded to the IALIF 41 checks from 41 individuals totaling $34,400. In addition,

Gadhia solicited approximately $26,000 in reimbursed contributions from individuals which

were sent directly to candidate committees. Gadhia personally approached the following

individuals, among others, and reimbursed them for their direct contributions: Dr. Ramamurthy,

Rosemary Osborne, Satish Bahl, Vinay Wahi, and Uday Gadhia. Rosemary Osborne was

solicited by Gadhia to provide him with checks with her husband's forged signature as well as

her own signature. Gadhia also asked Wahi, Bahl, Ramamurthy3, and Uday Gadhia to solicit

other individuals to make reimbursed contributions, providing them additional funds for this

purpose.

According to the Statement of Facts, Gadhia was able to generate appoximy $60,00

in contributions to support the IALIF and individual candidates. Gadhia testified doa be

reimbursed "only between 44,000.445,000" in contributions and that he tetmu d SISAN0

$16,000 which, he claims reflects declined reimbursements from several individhs inchuling

Sachinder Gupta and Anma and Sudhir Trivedi.

3 Dr. Ramamurthy explained that in October 1994, as he was leaving a resaw afw
having had lunch with Gadhia, Gadhia handed him an envelope, telling him lit it m.d
money and that he would contact him later. Ramamnurthy said the envelope ca .ON he
cash. He further said that Gadhia later called him and asked that he and his wife Write Ch to
IALIF and that he approach others to write more checks.
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Gadhia's record of contributions which was sent to the Indian Embassy reflects that

Sachinder Gupta made ten 1,000 contributions to various candidate committees wad that Arun

and Sudhir Trivedi each made a S 1,000 contribution to IALIF. Gadhia, however, contends that

Gupta and the Trivedis declined to be reimbursed because they are wealthy individuals. Gdhia

has claimed that the appearance of Gupta's and the Trivedis' names on the list to the Indian

Embassy does not signify that they were reimbursed and that the purpose for the list was merely

to inform Minister Singh how much support he had generated without differentiating between

those who had been reimbursed and those who had not.

Despite Gadhia's claim that Gupta and the Trivedis declined reimbursement because of

their wealth, there does not appear to be any differences between their contributions and the

others solicited and reimbursed by Gadhia. As with the other contributions solicited by Gadhia,

these checks were solicited during the same timeframe, made out to payees and in amunt

designated by Gadhia,4 submitted to Gadhia who forwarded them to the app iate ommittees,

and listed in Gadhia's report to Minister Singh at the Indian Embassy.

Il. DISCUSSION OF GA iiAsS RE&PONSES

In his responses to the Commission's reason to believe findingk Gadhia admits o the

violations eneated in the Statement of Facts contained within his ples a m

4 Gadhia himself filled in the payee name on about half of the checks signed by Sachiader
Gupta and may also have filled in the amount on some of the contributiom. Gasdia
that Gupta was "in a hurry" and that he provided Gadhia with several sined blk e ks,
instrcting him to "take care of it." Gadhia admits that, prior to this instace Opa Imbd aways
filled in the name of the payee for his contribution and that Gupta had only p Ovi la
with blanks checks, made out to him (Gadhia) for personal ctios. O ma b atd
that Gupta has "always been a good suppor" who "had made Outl k *um-s
cndidats." Disclosure documents, howeer, reveal that upa made no reported federal
contributions in the two election cycles previous to the contributions in question.



e 8 G e

"substantially correct," but nevertheless argues that the Commission should withdraw its findings

against him and/or find no probable cause because: (1) the investigation of this matter is time.

barred because it was generated by a complaint under 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(1) and the Commission

failed to notify him within the statutorily mandated five days of receipt of the complaint; (2) he

did not stipulate to the accuracy of the Statement of Facts in his guilty plea; (3) the institution of

FEC proceedings against him at this time violates the Double Jeopardy Clause of the

Constitution; (4) the Justice Department waived the Commission's civil enforcement jurisdiction

over him; and (5) he did not "knowingly and willingly violate 2 U.S.C. §§ 441fand 441e."

First, Gadhia asserts that the Commission received a "complaint" from Subodh Chandra

regarding this matter and that pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 437g(aXl) and 11 C.F.R. § 111.5, the

Commission was required to notify him within five days of the receipt of the complaint so as to

provide him with an opportunity to respond to the allegations contained therein.

Contrary to Gadhia's assertion, the Commission received a =a sp submission, not a

complaint, from Chandra. Under the statute, the Commission must notify the respondent within

five days of receiving a complaint. On the other hand, for information ascertained in the nomal

course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities such as am submisios and

referrals from other agencies, the Commission notifies the o upon making a niu to

believe finding. 5= 2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX2); I I C.F.R. § I I 1.8. As this was not a complain/-

generated matter, the Commission was not required to notify Gadhia within five days of the

receipt of Chandra's submission.

• . " i.e; . •



Second, Gadhia states that he did not verify the accuracy of the Statement of Fact in his

guilty plea, which was utilized by this Office in constructing its Factual and Lqa Analyi& The

Factual and Legal Analysis formed a basis for the Commission's reason to believe findings,

which were the threshold to open the investigation. The Statement of Facts accompanying the

guilty plea, whether or not verified by Gadhia, was certainly ample basis to raise a question of

illegality justifying an investigation by the Commission.

Third, Gadhia argues that the institution of Commission proceedings against him at this

time violates the Double Jeopardy Clause of the Constitution. The Double Jeopardy Clause,

which forbids, inter aia, a second punishment for a single offense,' is inapplicable in this

instance. Although Gadhia pled guilty and was sentenced for a criminal violation of

18 U.S.C. § 1001, the Commission's findings and investigation do not implicate the Double

Jeopardy Clause of the Constitution. Under certain rare circumstances, a civil penalty may

constitute punishment for the purpose of the double jeopardy clause. U.S. CONST. amend. V;

sCe, g United States v. Halper, 490 U.S. 435 (1989). In Hal=r, the Court found that a

disproportionately high civil sanction under the False Claims Act against an individual for filing

inflated Medicare claims constituted double jeopardy where the individual had already been

prsecuted and punished for criminal violatios.' However, the Court made cer *a as =a

"[Nlor shall any person be subject for the same offense to be twice put injeopudy of le
or limb." U.S. Const., Amdt. 5.

6 The U.S. Supreme Court held in HAI= that "[ujnder the Double Jeopardy Claw a
defendant who already has been punished in a criminal prosecution may not be abjemb w w
additional civil sanction to the extent that the second snction may not fairly be --- -d -
rmdial, but only as a deterrent or retribution." 490 U.S. at 449. Se =Am L.liumy-Hgd
92 F.3d 1026 (10th Cir. 1996), cert. granted, 65 U.S.L.W. 3684, 3691 (U.S., Apr. 14, 1997)
(No. 96-976) (Civil fine imposed by Office of Comptroller of Curmcy wm amabd n
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involved a rare situation where the civil fine was overwhelmingly disproportionate to the amount

involved in the violation. d.; = U.SL y- ULyr, 116 S. CL at 2145 (1996) (the Ha= decision

sets forth a "case-by-case balancing test ... in which a court must compare the harm suffered by

the Government against the size of the penalty imposed.") Thus, Hlt should be narrowly

construed. On the other hand, the Court in ur found that in rm civil forfeitures related to

drug violations are neither punishment nor criminal for purposes of the Double Jeopardy Clause.7

In any event, Double Jeopardy is not an issue in this matter because the Commission has not

even reached the civil penalty stage.

Fourth, Gadhia asserts that the institution of the Commission proceedings against him

violates the contractual terms of the Plea Agreement entered into with the Justice Department

' ?because this agreement, he argues, waives the Commission's civil enforcement jurisdiction over

this matter. Specifically, Gadhia argues that he "negotiated a contractually binding Plea

Agreement with DOJ in good faith reliance on the facts that only DOJ was pursuing charges, and

that DOJ was representing all of the interests of the United States," on the basis that the AUSA

"referred to his decisions and positions as those of 'the Government' and 'the United States',"

punitive for double jeopardy purpse where the amount of the fine was not diqa--.ot - a -
the dunage caused to the governmnt).

7 See , L 83 F.3d 779 (6th Cir. 1996) (Assessment of civil penalties on
taxpayer did not constitute punishment for purposes of Double Jeopardy Clause); SEC.z
ftilwian. 29 F.3d (D.C. Cir. 1994) (Civil disgorgement of profits flor illegal conduct did not
constitute punishment within the meaning of double jeopardy); M ihala.x..mmsiM-
ln-aL Renace, 13 F.3d 432 (1st Cir. 1993) (Assessment of income tax deficicie wd
penalties on proceeds of drug trafficking already forfeited to the govm M did Pe t Mw
double jeopardy or an excessive fine); UL&L.iilL 921 F.2d 263 (10th Cir. 1990) (C0,1
penalty and I 8-month sus-pnsion from dealing in Department of Housing and Urban
Development activities did not constitute punishment within the meaning of the Double JeoWdy
Clause.



and the Plea Agreement did not contain an express disclaimer to preserve the Commission's civil

enforcement jurisdiction.

The "Federal Prosecution of Election Offenses" ("Handbook") does state that "plea

agreements with defendants who have possible noncriminal exposure for FECA violations must

contain a specific disclaimer to the effect that the United States Attorney is not waiving the civil

enforcement jurisdiction of the FEC," Federal Prosecution of Election Offenses (U.S.

Department of Justice, Criminal Division, Public Integrity Section, 6th ed. 1995 at 126), and it's

not clear why Gadhia's plea agreement did not contain such a disclaimer. Nonetheless, the

Handbook makes clear that it is intended solely as an internal reference tool for DOJ staff and

definitively states that "[nothing contained herein is intended to confer substantive or procedural

rights on the public generally, or on those whose activities may fall within the reach of these laws

in particular." See Handbook at p. 1, fn. 1. Indeed, the Handbook itself states that the

Commission's enforcement jurisdiction over noncriminal FECA violations cannot be

compromised or waived by the DOJ. See Handbook at 117; also see 2 U.S.C. §§ 437d(aX6) and

437d(e). Therefore, although some agreements may include a "waiver" clause, such as that

mentioned in Gadhia's response, its absence should not signal a perfunctory waiver of the

Commission's civil jurisdiction.

Finally, Gadhia asserts that he did not commit knowing and willful violations of

2 U.S.C. §§ 44f and 441e. The evidence shows, however, that Gadhia's violations of

2 U.S.C. §§ 441 f and 44 le were clearly knowing and willful. The Act addresses violations of

law that are knowing and willful. Se 2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX5)(b). The knowing and willful

standard requires knowledge that one is violating the law. FederalEection ,mmi0in JWn
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A. Dramesi for Cnn zgComitte 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" his actions. d. at 214-15. Gadhia, as an attorney who had extensive

fundraising experience and had served as a treasurer for prior state and federal campaigns,

devised an elaborate scheme to circumvent campaign contribution limits by accepting funds from

foreign sources and by reimbursing funds. Although he does not explicitly admit to knowing

that his actions in connection with the reimbursement scheme were illegal, he does readily

confess that he "should have known" that those contributions were illegal. Clear evidence of the

covert nature of Gadhia's activities and his intent to disguise the source of the money is

evidenced by: (I) Gadhia's meetings with Minister Singh at a restaurant in Laurel, Maryland

(midway between Baltimore and Washington, D.C. and thus away from either party's office)

where Minister Singh handed Gadhia envelopes containing first $40,000 and then $20,000 in

$100 bills; (2) Gadhia's reimbursement of conduits with cash; and (3) Gadhia's list of

contributors which was sent to Minister Singh without a cover letter. Although Gadhia claimed

to not specifically recall whether any of the conduits raised any doubts conm e llity of

these contributions and testified that if anyone had, he would have given asurances to them that

it was "okay," Uday Gadhia, one of the conduits who was also a solicitor, told this Office that

Gadhia specifically told him that the reimbursement was a loophole to get around the

contribution limits. Finally, while Gadhia claimed that he sought assurances from Diavmf

Singh that the money was not from the government of India, his admission that he did not want
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to know more information about the source of the money, given his professional status as an

attorney and his wide experience as a campaign fundraiser, raise doubts on the veracity of his

assertions regarding the origin of the money provided by Singh, suggesting the possibility that

these claims are jug pW hoc rationalizations. All these factors, under Hopkins would serve as a

basis for a "knowing and willful" violation.

The evidence in this matter reveals a pervasive pattern of knowing and willful violations

by Gadhia including accepting and/or receiving contributions from a foreign national, making of

contributions in the name of another, and soliciting others to make such contributions. Indeed,

Gadhia generally admits his culpability for the violations and was convicted and imprisoned.

In light of the foregoing, the General Counsel's Office is prepared to recommend that the

Commission find probable cause to believe that Lalit Gadhia knowingly and willfully violated

2 U.S.C. §§ 441e and 44lf by using $60,000, provided by a foreign national and official at the

Indian Embassy in Washington D.C., to reimburse numerous individuals for campaign

contributions to various political committees.

IV. GENERAL COUNSEL'S RECOMMENDATION

Find probable cause to believe that Lalit Gadhia knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.C. §§ 441e and 441f.

Date ene . Noble
6General Counsel



Subodh Chandra
2902 Corydon Rd.
Cleveland Heights, OH 44118-3514

(216) 566-5572 (o)

October 28. 1997

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL

John Warren McGarry
Chairman
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street. NW -"

Washington. D.C. 20463

Re: Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund & illegal Fmdralbg Activities of
Lalit Gadhia ("MUR 4582")

Dear Chairman McGarry:

I am witing to respond to the Federal Election Commission's ("FEC" or "Comnmission") so-
called ""Reason to Believe" ("RTB") finding of November 12,1996 regading Moa Under Review
("MUR") 4582. That finding suggested that the Indian-American L0ad01shi Inv tP Fund ("the
Fund~ or "'IALIF"), and I as its rasure?, violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441e and 441f, i i of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 as amended ("the Act"). The RTB fiading aw out of the
illegal-unbeknownst to the Fund or me-fundraising activities of Lalit KL (Wahia of ltimor ,
Maryland during the 1994 general election cycle.

As you may know, I have already had a number of telephmne c&M-n ent over the last
several months discussing the RTB finding with Dominique Dlng aof Che (dw Offce

'Referne in this leter K -" refer to the Fund, its l- .. . Om
informal advisors who have been associated with it Refeamues to "r m" e r to Sso
Chandra.

2 Section 441 e of the Act provides in peutinet port that it is uolW a psan 1o
solicit, accept, or receive [a contribution in coanection with an elect on ]im Iwui 0 11a"

Section 44 1f of the Act provides as follows:

No person shall make a c-ontriio inl the ame of amother pu--- .... p dt
his name to be used to effect such a contributim, and no pastn 1ll anas p a
contribution made by one pesmon in the name of Amoter pewsom.

(emphasis added).
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of General Counsel. Because those attempts to resolve my concerns have been unsuccessful, I have
prepared this formal response, request for information, and request for corrective action. I apologize
for the length of this response, but I see no alternative for fully setting forth our facts, viewpoint, and
questions.

I became aware of the RTB finding on December 2, 1996. when I received a letter dated
November 25. 1996 from your predecessor as Chair. Lee Ann Elliott (copy attached as Exhibit I).
I first became aware that the Commission was even undertaking an investigation in this matter at that
time as well Consequently. I had no opportunity to provide relevant information (testimonial or
documentary) to the Commission that might have been helpful to it in reviewing the Gadhia matter,
or my role in it.

In addition to informing me of the Commission's finding. Ms. Elliott's letter further stated
that '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." See Letter from Lee Ann Elliott
to Subodh Chandra of Nov. 25. 1996 (-Elliott Letter").

I am no%% w riting for several reasons:

(I) To provide (in the absence of any Commission request for information) as complete
a factual background on the Fund and the Gadhia affair as possible; and

(2) To thereby highlight significant factual errors and omissions made in the written
"Factual and Legal Analysis" (copy attached as Exhibit 2), upon which, according to
Ms. Elliott's letter, the Commission relied in making its finding; and

(3) To request that the RTB finding be reconsidered and entirely withdrawn on the basis
of these more complete facts, and that no other such finding be issued; or

(4) To request in the alternative at a minimum that the Factual and Legal Analysis be
corrected and completed based on the corrections and complete facts sM forth hein-
and

(5) To request that the Commission respond in writing to specific questios and coaore
that we have about the process by which it reached its RTB finding, and about the
legal significance of the RTB finding; and

(6) To request in the event that the RTB finding is not withdrawn and our questions are
not satisfactorily answered, that the Commission reopen itsfile as it pertains to the
Fund and myself and provide a public hearing as to our conduct in this matter.

2
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I.
FACTUAL BACKGROUND.

A. The Fund's Formation and Mission.

On August 10. 1993. 1. along with a small group of other Indian-Americans, founded the
Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund for one purpose: to generate political leadership from
within the Indian-American communit. The Fund would accomplish this objective in three ways:

(1) By prov iding financial support to Indian-American candidates for political office at
the local, state, and federal level.

(2) By informally ad\ ising and directing Indian-American candidates toward technical
assistance. campaign volunteers, and staff. and

3 1 B\ making occasional. token contributions (no more. for example. than
approximatel] S50 apiece) to only those non-Indian-American candidates who had
demonstrated a commitment to nurturing leadership within the Indian-American
community Such commitment could be demonstrated, for example, by appointing
Indian-American staff.

Missing-by design-from our mission was any substantive public-policy agenda
whatsoever. The Fund was formed solely to contribute to contribute to the diversity of Arica's
political leadership. Indeed. the Fund was formed by second-generation Indian-Americws
specifically to distinguish it from other Indian-American political organiztions that have Indo/U.S.
affairs central their agendas. In short-and contrary to the assertion made in the RTB fining-it
was the Fund's raison d'tre to refrain from making contributions to o-Indian-Americ
candidates on the basis of a perceived -pro-India" stance on the part of t

I. The Fund Before Mr. Gadhia's luvelvemint

For the first year of its existence, the Fund was relatively inactive. This was due priinmily
to the fact that I was extremely busy with other matters, and in part to the fact that Fund bhosm lad
all become individually involved in the campaigns of certain Id -America c d for
political office. making the need for the Fund moot. In any event been its Aqw 1993 fimdin
and September 30, 1997 filing, the Fund collected $6%.00. with $400 expendd towfd mious
federal and state Indian-American candidacies, and no contribmtion made towud xa..Ildim
American candidacies.
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C. Mr. Gadhia's Involvement With The Fund.

1. Mr. Gadhia Had A Strong Reputation for Integrity, Interest, and Experience
in Domestic Politics.

I had met Lalit Gadhia. a lawyer. in Baltimore through a mutual friend on November 12.
1992. while I was interviewing in that city. We were introduced by a mutual friend. Over the course
of the coming two years. Mr. Gadhia and I became friends. Indeed. he became something of a
mentor to me. Then a Yale la% student with an interest in public service. I very much admired Mr.
Gadhia's charm. sincerity. savvy, wit. devotion to public service, and longstanding experience in the
American political process.

During" our friendship. Mr. Gadhia and I had had occasional friendly disagreements about the
degree to which relations between the United States and India should have a place in the Indian-
American political agenda. 1. and those associated with the Fund. believe that they should play a
very limited role at best. Mr. Gadhia expressed the view that Indo/U.S. affairs were "essential" to
Indian-American political activity. He appeared, however, to understand the basis for my views, and
to respect them. He was not nearly as zealous on the subject as other Indian-American political
activists of his generation.

By all accounts. Mr. Gadhia was the foremost experienced and legitimate domestic political
operative as the Indian-American communitv had ever seen (in any generation). I had no reason to
be suspicious of him or his motives. Indeed. he struck me as the most trustworthy of those of those

. in his generation whom I knew were active in politics.

2. Mr. Gadhia's Proposal.

In or around late September or early October 1994, a few months after I had graduated from
law school and relocated to Albuquerque, New Mexico, I received a telephone call from Mr. Cafia.

' Mr. Gadhia's achievements in domestic politics included volunteer work on the
campaign of John F. Kennedy, service as a Baltimore city administrator in the Johnson
Administration's War on Poverty (he said that U.S. Senator Barbara Mikulski had served under
him when she was a social worker), management of Parren Mitchell's campaign as the first
African-American to be elected to Congress from Maryland since the Civil War, a persota un
for state office in the early 1970s (he lost), a position as Chairman of Baltimore's Municipal
Zoning Board, status as a confidant to Mayor Kurt Schmoke, and acquaintance of and fa'daise
for U.S. Senator Paul Sarbanes, presidential candidate Michael Dukakis, and other top offciahL
Mr. Gadhia went on to serve as treasurer of Parris Glendenning's campaign for Maryland
Governor, and served in his administration.
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It had been seeral months since I had last spoken with him, and not yet two years since we had met.'
After some initial small talk. Mr. Gadhia inquired about the status of the Fund. I told Mr. Gadhia
that the Fund had been dormant for several months due to lack of time on my part, and because two
of the three prominent 1994 Indian-American candidates had lost their primaries.

Mr Gadhia asked me what was entailed in starting a political action committee. When I
explained to him that the process was relatively simple, but involved time to acquire forms and to
file a statement of organization %ith the FEC, Mr. Gadhia asked if he' could use the Fund to make
contributions to certain congressional candidates (all non-Indian-American incumbents) in the
remaining da% s of the 1994 general election cycle.

I responded that the Fund*s mission statement effectively prohibited the contributions he was
proposing Mr Gadhia persisted. intimating that he was in something of a jam, that he could not
register a political action committee in time to engage in the activity he contemplating, and that he
needed help wIth this dilemma Evident from this conversation was that Mr. Gadhia had access to
a sizable number of donors and that he wanted a vehicle that could readily be identified as "Indian-
Amencan' to make candidate contributions. From the beginning, Mr. Gadhia made it clear that he
,ould raise the mone, and he would direct w re it would go. He further opined, however, that this

acti it% uould "benefit" the Fund's reputation as a major political "player."

I responded that protecting the Fund's core mission was of paramount importance to us. I
added that I ne'ertheless would share Mr. Gadhia's proposal with the group of individuals that
compnsed an informal advisory group for the Fund--but that I was skeptical that a consensus would
emerge in fa% or of his proposal because it ran so counter to our mission.

3. The Fund Conditionalh" Agreed to Mr. Gadlia's PrposaL

To m% surprise, the group overcame its initial reluctance, and d to make a speial
exception for the 1994 race and allow Mr. Gadma to raise funds and their expendims
tlrough the Fund for his own pwrposes--b on we coaditimL T7e amilkim d w U Mr. Oea
and his asociaes had to allocate their resmo s smch tha "no sm-ndim-Ameriman
committee should receive any greater contribution than the commite of my ndim. anar
candidate running for equivalent office." As a practical matter, this mean that no ohe candidate
for the U.S. House of Reprsentatives was to receive any contribution Sroe l ta rceived by
the -Mathews for Congress" committee for the 3r Congressional Distrt in a the One

" The Commission's Factual and Lgal Analysis iaracteri e asm a ongtime frid
of Mr. Gadhia. See Factual and Legal Analysis at p. 2.

" Mr. Gadhia actually consistently refend to himself during converstions related to his
findraising plans as -we. and I could not determine whether he was seaking for a grop or was
speaking in the "royal oen" oly of himself.
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active Indian-American candidacy at that time.' It was our belief that this c would allow
the Fund to fulfill somewhat its original mission--nurturing Indian-Amerian political
leadership-while allowing Mr. Gadhia to achieve his separate aims as well.

Mr. Gadhia agreed to this condition, and said that he immediately would begin "collecting
contributions" and transmitting them to me. He emphasized repeatedly that I should process these
contributions rapidly since Election Day was only a few weeks away. Per his request, I smt Mr.
Gadhia fliers for the Fund that requested information required by federal law (such as cci
and employer information). Indeed. our fliers went beyond FEC regulations to warn expressly that
contributions are only legal from citizens or permanent residents.

4. There Was No Reason At The Time Of Receipt To Suspect Gadhia-Gswasd
Contributions.

Over the coming weeks, and shortly before the general election, I received thr express-ma
packages from Mr. Gadhia in rapid sequence, each containing checks and truwnittal leers with lists
of contributors. The checks totaled $34.900. All of the checks were from individuals in Maryleand.
Missing from the packages was the occupational and employer information required by federal law.

Numerous calls to Mr. Gadhia to obtain this information went unretwned. This did not
arouse suspicion so much as irritation. Having worked myself on hectic poltical cmi in the
past. I attributed the omissions to Mr. Gadhia's work as treasurer of the Glendetwing giuern- ioral
campaign. in the final days of the election. Mr. Gadhia eventually called me to specify dq
to candidate committees of the contributions he had generated. At that time, he prvie only pt
of the requested information. I made hand%ritten notes on his n t lettrs of the
information he provided over the telephone (copies of these letters with my hwim_ Im ts
attached as Exhibit 3). Mr. Gadhia said that he would "have to check on the others" and go bck
to me.

When he did not do so, and a few additional calls - .mn I h4 w
messages pleasantly informing Mr. Gadhia that I would not poen the ohriks mn i
to candidates until the information was provided. Finally, before Election IDy, he ca§e k wiMt
much of the requested information. (After Election Day but before the Fund's FEC filing dedlfiue
I sent Mr. Gadhia a memorandum (copy attached as Exhibit 4) that fied dion few rm
contributors for whom information was missing, and requested the infaraioe.)'

Thus, for example, when Mr. Gadhia allocated $3,000 of the f he fiod Ir the
Committee to Re-elect [House Speaker] Thomas S. Foley, he had to allocef ae qm -d a to
the Mathews for Congress Committee.

' All of these efforts on our part to obtain information ' it sond be noted, mt for
beyond the minimal conduct required by statute or by the Commission's -eft
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When Mr. Gadhia provided requested occupational and employer information for certain
contributors, his voice seemed confident. For other contributors, he seemed to be sincerely
struggling to remember the information. He always referred vaguely to himself or his fundraisers
as " ve." stating that he did not know% certain contributors well, and that was why he could not readily
pro\ ide all of the needed information. When he did not know. he said that he would check and get
back to me

Mr Gadhia ultimately provided virtually all of the requested information. The individuals
m-ho made contributions, according to Mr. Gadhia. were engineers, physicians, business owners,
business managers. chefs-all presumably capable of making such donations. Again, Mr. Gadhia's
respectable background. his apparent sincenti. and the information he provided, did not--and could
not-lustif\ an\ suspicion. At one point. I offhandedly joked to Mr. Gadhia, "'Now, Lalit, these
[contributions] are al! oka\. right" and he responded indignantly. "Of course."

regulations---even those that were in place at the time and were recently held unlawful by the
United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia.
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Per Mr. Gadhia's request. I sent contributions from the Fund to the candidate committees he
selected, using the monies he had raised.' Also per Mr. Cadhia's request, I sent him copies of the
transmittal letters that were sent to the candidate committees.

D. Post-Election Discoven Of Problems With Gadhia-Gemerated Coutributous.

I do not recall an% contact with Mr Gadhia after the November 1994 election season was
oer. other than a brief telephone conversation in January or February of 1995 in which I sought
career ad% ice

On April 27. 1995. %%hile en route to Washington. D.C. on business. I retrieved from my
answeenng machine in Albuquerque a message from Jim Haner. a reporter for the Baltimore Sun,
inquining about the Fund and Mr. Gadhia I returned the telephone call shortly before boarding my
next flight. Mr. Haner urged me to call him from my hotel in Washington, and said that he needed
to meet with me. Anxious that the reporter might be %iiting a murky, baseless "hit-piece" on Mr.
Gadhia and Indian-American political activiy. I called Mr. Cadhia from my hotel that night for his
thoughts Mr. Gadhia did not express an% alarm. rather, he called the inquiry a "geat opportunity"

The following committees were sent contributions from the Gadhia-generated funds:
Mathews for Congress (S1.000 and then S2.000). Friends of Congressman Fingerhut ($1,000);
Friends of Sherrod Brown (S1.000 and then $2.000-the $1,000 contribution was never cashed
and is credited on a subsequent IALIF report to the FEC). Citizens for Sarmes ($2,000);
Victory 94-Massachusens Democratic Party-Fderal Account ($5,000); Conmie to Re-
elect Thomas S. Foley (S3.000). McDermott for Congress ($2,000); Hamilton for Congress
(S3.000): Swett for Congress ($1.000 and then $2,000); Ackerman for Congress ($2,000); EngeI
for Congress ($2,000). Andres for Congress ($1,000); Murtha for Congres ($1,000); Mfam
for Congress ($1,000). and Berman for Congress ($2,000 and tha $00). These almions
totaled $34,800, and Mr. Gadhia allocated $100 to the Fund for aei o

As I informed the FBI and Department of Justice during the coure oftheir
investigation, in keeping with our agreement. Mr. Gadhia entirely directed the diatio of the
funds that he raised. In a conversational spirit, I did suggest at least one obviously powafu]
recipient that apparently had not occurred to him, the "Committee to R"W Tbw S. Foley."
Mr. Gadhia considered and then took this suggestion.

I am informed and believe that Mr. Gadhia has told the FBI and pm the C a ni
that I suggested "Murtha for Congress" as a recipien This is in reCmL I la do lltat
the time Mr. Gadhia told me to write a check to Murtha for Congress from the fMuds dat he
raised, that I had never heard of Congressman John Murtha (D-Pa) and bad to look him qp in my
Almanac ofAmerican Politics (1994 ed.). I have no reason to know why Mr. Ga would
make such a claim, other than (perhaps) faulty recollection.
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to -show the reporter howh the Indian-American community is getting involved in politics." He
exhorted me tr to make it a "positive story.**

Primed b% Mr. Gadhia's enthusiasm. I met with Mr. Haner the next morning, Friday, April
28. 1995 After inquiring initially about the background and mission of the Fund, and how Mr.
Gadhia became involved in fundraising. Mr. Haner proceeded to reveal the nature of his research and
in estigation He said that in examining FEC reports. his curiosity had been piqued as to why so
many Indian-Americans from the Baltimore area had made contributions to an "obscure" political
action committee (then) based in New Mexico. Mr. Haner said that he had attempted to contact in
person all of the contributors listed on the Fund's FEC general election 1994 filing (all from the
Baltimore area). and had disco~ered that man% of these individuals did not appear to have the
financial means to make the high contributions that the, had supposedly made. Some had admitted
to Mfr. Haner that the, had been reimbursed in cash by Mr. Gadhia or his nephew, Uday. for their
contributions Some did not appear to be U.S. citizens or permanent residents.

The serious nature of the allegations. and the specificity. with which Mr. Haner provided
examples. came as a total surprise and shock to me. It was apparent from the conversation, and from
Mr Haner's detailed references to his notes. that he had undertaken a comprehensive investigation
of the Man land contributions that Mr Gadhia had generated. Mr. Haner further said that he had
been tr\ ing to reach Mr. Gadhia. b\ then an official in Governor Glendenning's administration, to
discuss the matter. but that Mr. Gadhia was not returning his calls. This was my fust indication that
Mr Gadhia had pre,-iousl. known of Mr. Haner and his investigation.

Mr. Haner asked me to speak with Mr. Gadhia. to communicate the nature of the
in' estigation. and to suggest that he return Mr. Haner's calls. I agreed to do so.

Returning to m\ hotel room. I called Mr. Gadhia and spoke with him briefly. I informed him
that Mr. Haner had undertaken an investigation of the Fund's contributors, and was alleging tht
these individuals were reimbursed for their contributions in violation of federal election law. I td
Mr. Gadhia that this was a very serious matter, and that he should uat Mr. Hmer's e
inquiries accordingly.

Mr Gadhia became more subdued. He asked, "What do you think I should do?"

I replied. "' strongly advise you to get a lawyer." I concluded the conversation by wishing
Mr. Gadhia luck.

That was the last conversation I have had to date with Mr. Gadhia.

9
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E. The Fund And I Notified The Commission Of Problems With Gadhia-Generated
Contributions.

That same day. still in Washington. I telephoned the Commission and spoke with N. Bradley
"Brad" Litchfield in the Office of General Counsel. I informed him of the situation, and he told me
to follovw up with a letter. By the close of business that day (Friday, April 28, 1995), 1 sent by
facsimile a letter to the Commission informing it of the general allegations. The letter made clear
that we had not known of any alleged improprieties. and pledged full effort to remedy the situation.
Letter from Subodh Chandra to Lois Lerner. Chief Enforcement Officer, Federal Election
Commission of Apr. 28. 1995 (the Fund and Mr. Chandra would take "whatever steps necessary to
resolve the Federal Election Commission's concerns in a satisfactory manner.") (copy attached as
Exhibit 5).

The following week. from Albuquerque. I called the Commission again for further guidance.
In particular. I asked what the Fund should be doing to remedy a situation where contributions were
not reasonably suspect at the time of receipt. but were later discovered to be questionable. Mr.
Litchfield informed me that the Commission had received my letter, but that any investigative
process would take time because of the Commission's tremendous caseload. He explained that my
various questions %%ould best be presented to the Commission by way of a written request for an
ad\isor, opinion

Finally -and cnticall-Mr. Litchfield assured me that the Fund and I would be notified as
soon as a Commission attorney '%as assigned to investigate the case." He indicated that that might
take some time. as the Commission is understaffed and its attorneys have tremendous caseloads.

Per Mr. Litchfield's suggestion. I sent on May 25. 1995 a letter to the Commission requesfn
an advisory opinion as to what specific action if any the Fund was required, permitted, or advised
to take to address the allegations raised by Mr. Haner's investigation. (Copy attached as Exhibit 6.)

F. The Commission Failed To Inform Us That It Was Uderk An Investpdm And
Failed To Give Us An Opportunity To Present Facts.

Shortly after my conversation with Mr. Litchfield, and while I was preparing my request for
an advisory opinion. I received a general acknowledgment from the Commission of my April 28,
1997 letter notifying it of possible problems. Letter from Mary L. Taksar, Attorney, Cenal
Enforcement Docket, to Subodh Chandra of May 10, 1997 (copy attached as Exhibit 7). Attached

Having heard nothing from the Commission, I made a follow-up telephone call to the
Commission a few weeks later and spoke with a female staff member, whose name I do not
recall. That staff member repeated that an investigation had not yet formally been opened, but
confirmed Mr. Litchfield's promise. This staff member may have been Mary L. Taksa, but I am
not certain.
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to that letter was "a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling matters such as
this." Id (copy of this procedural description attached as Exhibit 8). Entitled, "Description of
Preliminan' Procedures for Processing Complaints Filed With The Federal Election Commission"
("Description of Procedures~). the document stated as follows:

Within fi e days of receipt of a complaint, the Commission shall notify in writing, the
re.spondent listed :-, the complaint that the complaint has been filed and shall include with
such notification a copy of the complaint Simultaneously, the complainant shall be notified
that the complaint has been received and will be acted upon. The respondent shall then have
15 da. to demonstrate, in writing, that no action should be taken against him/her in
re.%ponc' to the complaint

Description of Procedures. 1 (emphasis added)

Ne er did the Commission inform me that my own letter to the Commission informing it of
possible problems constituted a "complaint." that I was a "'complainant." or that the Fund and I were"'respondents" as contemplated by these procedures. Ms. Taksar's letter did not include a copy of
my April 28. ! 995 letter bringing possible violations to the Commission's attention.

The Commission's procedural description goes on to outline the following internal
Commission procedure:

At the end of the 15 days. the Office of the General Counsel shall report to the Commission
making a recommendation(s) based upon a preliminary legal and factual analysis of the
complaint and any submission made by the respondent(s). A copy of the rep 's
submission shall be attached to the Office of General Counsel 's report and forwwadd to the
Commission This initial report shall recommend either (a) that the Commission find remot
to believe that the complaint sets forth a possible violation of [the Act); or (b) dt the
Commission find no reason to believe that the complaint sets forth a possible viols" ofthe
Act and, accordingly, that the Commission close the file in the matter.

Description of Procedures, 2 (emphasis added).'"

10 The procedures then allow that during the investigation period after the RTB fi
the Office of General Counsel may recommend that the Commission enter into a nciition
with respondents who so desire, prior to afinding of probable cause to believe a vkol m I=
been committed Description of Procedures, 4 (emphasis added). Ms. Dilleaege, will ow
telephone conversations, has repeated again and again that the RTB finding is "merely a
threshold finding similar to probable cause." Yet the Description of Procedures seems to
indicate that there is a probable cause finding required after the initial RTB finding. See
Description of Procedures at j 4-5; see also 1 I C.F.R. f§ I 1.8 and 111.16. This fwrr
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The Factual and Legal Analysis that the Commission sent me-not fifteen days but nineteen
months after my initial letter to the Commission--could not have been based upon any submission
from the Fund and myself because such submissions were never sought by the Commission.
Moreover. it is obvious from a reading of the Factual and Legal Analysis that the Office of General
Counsel's work could not have been completed based on my April 28, 1995 letter alone; that early
letter is undetailed.

It seems apparent from the Factual and Legal Analysis that the Commission-.desite having
sent me this particular Description of Procedures-would now claim that the Gadhia matter came
to the Commission's attention "on the basis of information ascertained by the Commission in the
normal course of carm-ing out its supervisory responsibilities" and that these procedures do not apply.
See Factual and Legal Analysis at p. 1. see also 11 C.F.R. §§ 11.3. 111.8, and 111.9 (describing
procedures where awareness of possible violations are generated internally within the Commission).
As a consequence. the Commission might argue. it was not required by statute or regulation to notiy
me that an investigation was pending. We submit that the fact that we brought this matter to the
Commission's attention. and our pledge of full cooperation should have been enough to trigger
curiosity on the part of the Commission and its staff as to the full factual picture in the matter before
it issued a damaging RTB finding

In an% e~ent. despite Mr. Litchfield's and another Commission staff member's promises, and
despite these procedures. I ne'er received an% oral or written notice from the Commission that any
investigation %%as being undertaken until-a year and a half later-I received Ms. Elliott's letter of
November 25. 1996 informing me of the Commission's RTB "'finding." I was never told whether
the Fund and I were considered both -complainants- and 6'respondents." I was never told-if we
" ere indeed considered respondents-that the Commission was undertaking a review of the Fund's
and my conduct, and that I should seek to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken
against us me in response to our own -complaint." Despite my pledge of full cooperation, I was
never contacted. interviewed. deposed. or otherwise queried by the Commission in connection with
its finding. Nor did the Commission ever request copies of the numerous documents that I had in
my possession that might have shed light on the matter.

confuses us about the legal significance of the RTB finding.
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G. The Commission's Advisor y Opinion.

In response to m% request. the Commission issued a dmft," and then final, advisory opinion,
AO 1995-19. in Jul% 1995. (Copy of final advisory opinion attached as Exhibit 11.) The
Commission's final ad' isory opinion advised, among other things, that the Fund should disgorge
Gadhia monies to a governmental entity or charity. See Record, Sept. 1995 (FEC publication
summarizing content of AO 1995-19). at p. 5 (copy attached as Exhibit 12). Moreover, where (as
was the case here) the Fund did not have sufficient monies to disgorge, the Fund should use any new,
incoming funds to disgorge its Gadhia-induced obligations.

As a result of the Gadhia matter. I desired to terminate the Fund. Practically speaking,
hoAeer. it was impossible for the Fund to raise new money to repay such a large obligation
(S34.800) that had alread% been contributed to candidates--many of whom had lost their re-election
bids No one would be willing to make contributions to an organization with such large liabilities.
Even if new. incoming contributions were designated to charity, there would be no tax-deductibility
benefit to the donors for %%hat were still ostensibly "political" contributions.

The onl. plausible source of monies for meeting the Fund's disgorgement obligations were
the % er' candidate committees that had vongly benefited from the tainted funds. More importantly,
%%e alvha% s felt that it was our moral obligation to notify the candidate committees of the allegations
regarding Gadhia mones. and to seek the monies' return for disgorgement. As unwitting pawns of
a scheme to violate federal election la%. the least we could do to assuage our outrage was to facilitate
remo% al of the tainted funds from the political process.

H. The Fund And I Cooperated With The FBI And Department of Justice nvestigaon
Into Mr. Gadhia's Fundraising Activities.

While my request for an advisory opinion was pending, I was coneseed by, and received a
N grand-jury subpoena (copy attached as Exhibit 13) from, the United Swim Anommy in

investigating the Gadhia matner. As the U.S. Auoey's office I alm mom 0 he
Comsson. the Fund and I fully co td in the crim in igaa ofle Geia nmr, and
provided--to our detriment in the Indian-American community-infomato he l in maiaig
what happened See Letter from Joseph Evans to Dominique Dilleneger of Feumwy 12,1997 (copy

"The draft advisory opinion of AO 1995-19 advised the Fund and me as its triener to
undertake -best efforts- to determine the legality of Godhia-lmermel c lefbw (COP
attached as Exhibit 9.) At the urging of the DepwenM ofiusie (S" I ftm Joe"& Evtms
to N. Bradle Litchfield of July 18. 1995 at p. 2) (copy attched as Exhi'bit 10), the finl veron
of the ad' isor% opinion pemtted us to delay our investigative efforts until the p-rtm1ent's own
criminal investigation was completed. Compare Draft Advisory Opinion 1995-19 of July 13,
1995 ilh Advisory Opinion 1995-19 of July 23, 1995 at p. 5, n. 2.

13



John Warren McGarrv
October 28. 1997
Page 14

attached as Exhibit 14). '- 1 flew to Baltimore in July of 1995 to meet extensively with the Feda1
Bureau of Investigation's ("FBI"s) special-agent-in-charge and the federal in amid to
the matter, to provide copies and originals of all documents in my
handwntten notes. and to testift, before a federal grand wjury investigating the a w. I qat
countless hours over the telephone and in person with investigators answering m u qwMeons
As discussed above, the FBI and Department of Justice requested that I we co ct Fwped
contributors to the Fund or candidate committees that received Gadhia funds, to avoid ifaaice
with the criminal investigation. Accordingly, I refrained from doing so until after Mr. Cmd'as
guilty plea and sentencing in the fall of 1996.

I. The Fund And I Continued Our Efforts To Repay The Gadhia Obbiptism.

AfterMr. Gadhia was sentenced in the fall of 1996 for his campaign violatiom, rt tm
close the Fund down with an outstanding obligation to the American people, I set k ,ers on the
Fund's behalf to all candidate committees that had benefited from Gadhia funds The aPa wAnw
recipients that the donations were tainted, and strongly requested return of cotribio f ultimate
disgorgement to charit\. At no time had the Commission notified me that it was sending similar
letters to candidate committees requesting disgorgement of Gadhia funds to the United States
Treasur,,

' That letter observes as follows:

It is beyond question that the very serious criminal codt 1 Y A
could not have been as suessfully prosecwet as it "M W h w = m d a =
cooperation of Mr. Chandra and the JALIF. You should - a T do W
Chandra was the subject of much opprobrium in the Indim c- ber dtkis
immediate decision, made without regard to personal self-iuIernt to input R- ffitY
of illegally procured funds to the FEC and to assist this Office in
investigation. Certainly, Mr. Chandra could have be=a far ma-n _0. _-V bmd
have been coy or grudging in the supplying of .in-a i and acId bie omdi
have attempted to hedge his position so as to comply with the nw /
himself, the IALIF, or Mr. Gadhia. Withot qestifi the pin wi
with which Mr. Chandra dealt with the unf-oMnaoe si onam r doe %wi m I
personal loss for himself.

Letter from Joseph Evans to Dominique Dillenseger of Feb. 22,1997, at p. 2.
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The Fund and I were able to recover S 10.000 in Gadhia monies from campaign committees.1 3

Some committee treasurers reported that they had already disgorged the funds to the United States
Treasur.. at the Commission's direction."' Still others stated that they did not have funds sufficient
to repa. the obligation."' The remainder did not respond to my inquiries or no longer had
identifiable campaign committee addresses or treasurers.

The $10.000 in recovered Gadhia monies, an additional $1,100 in residual Gadhia monies
left in our account'. and the Fund's remaining balance of $169.38, were all disgorged to the United
States I reasurv in care of the Commission's staff person, Dominique Dillenseger, on June 30, 1997.
Satisfied b% Ms. Dillenseger's assurances and our own efforts that we had done everything possible
to recover the tainted Gadhia monies from the political process, we filed a report terminating our
status as a political action committee on Jul\ 31. 1997. We were informed on September 22, 1997
that the Commission had accepted that filing as a valid termination. Letter from Andrew J. Dodson,
Senior Reports Analyst. Reports Anal> sis Division. FEC. to Subodh Chandra of Sept. 22, 1997 (copy
attached as Exhibit 16,.

These included Engel for Congress ($2.000). Murtha for Congress Committee
($1.000!: Friends of Jim McDermott ($2.000). and Massachusetts Democratic Party-Fedeal
Account (55.000 1.

" These included Mfume for Congress, Friends of Sherrod Brown (regarding the $2,000
Fund contribution they received and deposited-a second $1,000 contribution was never ce
and remained in the Fund's account), and Berman for Congress.

" These included Friends of Congressman Fingerhut and Mathews for Congress
Committee

" This included the $1,000 contribution check that had never been cashed by Friends of
Sherrod Brown. and the $ 100 that Mr. Gadhia had left with the Fund for administrative expene.

'7 After numerous inquiries. I was later informed by the Commission that the a
of Gary Ackerman, Robert Andrews. Howard Berman, Sherrod Brown, Eric Fingerhut, Thmn
Foley. Lee Hamilton. Peter Mathews. Kweisi Mfume, Paul Sarbanes, and Richard Swett have all
eventually made disgorgements directly to the U.S. Treasury. Letter from Erik Morrison, Staff
Member. FEC. to Subodh Chandra (Sept. 5, 1997) (copy attached as Exhibit 15).
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II.
THE COMMISSION'S FAILURE TO MAKE FACTUAL INQUIRY OF US RESULTED

IN SERIOUS ERRORS AND OMISSIONS IN ITS FACTUAL AND LEGAL
ANALYSIS-AND LED TO AN ERRONEOUS RTB FINDING.

A. The Commission Failed to Follo* Its Own Procedures, Or Any Fair Procedure.

The Commission failed to noti , me. per Mr. Litchfield's and another staff member's
promises. that an in% estigation %as being undertaken in the Gadhia matter, and that the matter had
been assigned to a staff person Had the Commission done so. I would have known that it was time
to inquire about w4hether the Commission had all the necessary information. Instead, I heard nothing
from the Commission from Jul% 14,95 tvkhen I recei'ed its final advisor . opinion), until December
1496 (%hen I received \Is Eliiorts letter about the RrB finding).

The Commission also failed to folilo its own procedures. The Commission did not notify
me clearl- and in wnting that m- letter to the Commission of April 28. 1995 reporting possible
violations constituted a "complain.' that I \4as a -complainant." or that the Fund and I as its
treasurer were -respondents " It vwould be absurd to suggest that the procedures that were sent to me
made ob, ious that these terms applied to the Fund and me. and that I was invited to submit within
fifteen da s m% rendition of the facts and our evidence. BV failing to follow its own procedures or
deadlines, the Commission denied the Fund an opportunity submit the factual accounting that clearly
absol es us of an\ liabilit, in the Gadhia matter

We are at a loss to understand how the Commission could reach its RTB finding without
asking for further information from the entity and indi'.dual who brought the matter to its attention
in the first place---especiall. %,hen "e had vital evidence in hand and had pledged full cooperation.

B. As A Consequence Of Procedural Failures, The Factual and LealV Analysis Contas
Significant Factual Errors and Omii s

As the factual narrative above suggests. the "Factual and Legal Analysis" upon which the
Commission relied in issuing its RTB finding is misguided and factually incomplete in several
respects. These include the following

(!) The first paragraph states that the -matter was generated based on information ascertained
b\ . . . the Commission . in the normal course of cwrn out its s
responsibilities. There is no mention that the entire matter first came to the Cnal'-w 's
attention through the good-faith subnmssion of the Fund. Ther is also no mention t6 the
Commission failed to make any inquir) of us (testimonial or documentary) in "ascertaining
information"
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(2) The fourth paragraph delineates the responsibility of the treasurer where contributions
present "genuine questions of legalit." at the time of receipt, but fails to note that the Gadhia
monies did not present genuine questions of legality at the time of receipt.

(3) The fourth paragraph further fails to recognize that any effort to return contributions upon
later discovery of illegality is made difficult where, as here, the Commission failed to notify.
the Fund that it was preempting our efforts to obtain refunds.

(4) The fifth paragraph inaccurately limits the Fund's interest to "federal" candidates of Indian
descent, when %e were also interested in. and had supported. state and local candidates as
%%ell-

(5) The sixth paragraph also does not fully describe our reasons for not planning to participate
in the November 1994 elections, as described in the facts above.

(6) While I admired Mr. Gadhia and considered him a friend, I do not know the source for the
Commission's characterization in paragraph five of me as a ""longtime" friend of Mr.
Gadhia's. in that I had known him for two years at the time of his approach to the Fund. This
fits the general pattern of the Factual and Legal Analysis of trying to placing Mr. Gadhia and
me in the same bed. without factual inquiry.

(7) The section describing the Fund's agreement with Mr. Gadhia also fails to fully describe the
mentor'protege relationship between Mr. Gadhia and myself, the circwnstancePS siurowding
Mr. Gadhia's approach to the Fund, our initial resistance, why we agreed;
and--crucially-the conditional and temporary nature of that agreement. As discussed
more fully belo,A, all of these facts belie the characterization that we blindly appointed Mr.
Gadhia our fully charged Fund "agent" with blanket authority. All of these essential facts
demonstrate that we were victims of Mr. Gadhia's misdeeds and that he was, in effM an
independent contractor for the purposes of his involvement with the Fund.

(8) This same section fails to report our specific efforts (e.g., tekhone cal mewrsub) Io
obtain information regarding Gadhia contributors that would comply with reporting
requirements. This section also fails to observe that those demands on our prt we well
beyond the Commission's then-regulations that specified what would consiuae "bes
efforts" on our part, the minimally required standard of conduct under the law.

(9) The dates in paragraphs six are all imprecise per the above chroolM .

(10) Paragraph six also fails to mention that in orally demanding, and in writing "leqiusta"
(both communications made by Ms. Dillenseger) that recovered Gadhia manies be dispipd
to the United States Treasury, the Commission without written expana1io igned its own
July 28. 1995 advisory opinion permitting the Fund to give Gadhia monies to dluiy.
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(11) In paragraph ten, the Commission declares, without any evidentiary foundation whatsoever,
that 'It seems clear that [Gadhia's direction of contributions] was done to advance the
IALIF's interests in supporting pro-India congressional candidates." As set forth at length,
above, the Fund did not have a mission to support so-called "pro-India" candidates! On the
contrary, the Fund by design had no motive with respect to international affairs. The
grievous, injurious nature of this error cannot be overemphasized: had the Commission
bothered to inquire with us, we could have easily averted such ill-conceived and harmful
stereotyping.

C. As A Consequence Of Procedural Failures And Factual Errors And Omissions, The
Commission's Legal Analysis Is Fundamentally Flawed.

As a consequence of the procedural and factual errors and omissions set forth above, the
Commission's substantive legal analysis is entirely erroneous.

1. Mr. Gadhia Was At Best An Independent Contractor With The Fund, Not An
Agent.

Without further explanation. reasoning. or citation, the Commission's Factual and Legal
Analysis states that "[Uinder settled principles of agency law, the committee is charged with the
knowledge of its agents and may be liable for having knowingly accepted political contributions."

Factual and Legal Analysis at p. 4. In reaching its conclusion that the Fund violated the Act, the
Factual and Legal Analysis goes on to imply that Mr. Gadhia was an agent of the Fund.

Under a full rendition of the facts. however, Mr. Gadhia is more properly viewed as an
independent contractor with the Fund. not as its agent. An independent contractor is not an agent,
and is excluded from agency analysis. See REUSCHLEIN & GREGORY, THE LAW OF AGECwY AND
PARTNERS-IP § 51 (2N ED. 1990). Several factors should be considered in detm!ining whethe one
acting for another is an agent or an independent contractor. Relevant factors include the ibliowing:

(I) the extent of control which, by the agreement, the master may exercise over the details of the
work;

(2) whether or not the one employed is engaged in a distinct occupation or business;

(3) the kind of occupation, with reference to whether, in the locality, the work is usually done
under the direction of the employer or by a specialist without supervisi(;

(4) the skill required in the particular occupation;

(5) whether the employer or the workman supplies the instrumentalities, tools, and the place of
work for the person doing the work;
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(6) the length of time for which the person is employed;

(7) the method of payment. whether by the time or by the job;

(8) whether or not the work is part of the regular business of the employer;

(9) w~hether or not the parties believe they are creating the relation of master and servant; and

(10) whether the pnncipal is or is not in business.

Id (citing Chapman v Black. 49 Wash.App 94. 741 P.2d 998, 1001 (1987); Restatement (Second)
ofAgenc. § 220(2)(1958).

Considering the applicable factors" in turn, it is evident that Mr. Gadhia was acting as an
independent contractor. not as an agent of the Fund.

As to factor one. the Fund's agreement with Mr. Gadhia expressly specified that Mr. Gadhia
%ould exercise total control over his fundraising and dispensation of monies he raised, irrespective

of our group's mission. With the exception of our efforts in keeping the Gadhia contributions in
federal compliance. Mr. Gadhia was to have total control over the mmer is which he procured those
contributions, since he was better acquainted with the contributms and locale of Baltimore.
Moreover. with the exception of the Mathews for Congress contribution-which could be said to
be Mr. Gadhia's consideration for our agreement with him-Mr. Gadhia would not agree to any
Fund control over dispensation of the monies he raised.

As to factor two. the Fund was engaged in the business of spt Indian-Aerica
candidates. while Mr. Gadhia was in the business of s supowdly "India-ffiendly" (no-
Indian-American. mostly incumbent) congressional cadida . ur ow s P with Mr.
Gadhia is more properly viewed as an independent contat, not a agey w nmut Mr. -- ad
was not carrying out our work, but his own. This is w y ow wm uctusd u it L

As to factors three and four. Mr. Cadhia could only be by us with red io fdeml
reporting requirements (which we did in good faith beyond the n conduct required by law).
As for raising funds from Baltimore Indian-Ameicans for so-caled "pro-ndia" caun, Fod
could not possibly direct Mr. Gadhia in that regard. That was his qiecilty, md hat wa s isecil
skill, not ours.

' Factors seven (regarding method of payment) and ten (regarding whethe the principal
is in business) do not apply to this situation.



John Warren McGarry
October 28. 1997
Page 20

As to factor five. other than providing Mr. Gadhia with Fund fliers that warned (beyond what
was necessary under FEC regulations) what constituted prohibited contributions, we did not supply
Mr. Gadhia %ith anv instrumentalities, tools. or place of work. Mr. Gadhia presumably used his own
office. home. telephones. staff, secretarial services, mail facilities, postage, and aon to
facilitate his work. He did not seek, nor would we have granted, reimbursement for any expenses.
Indeed, in allocating disbursement of the funds he raised, he left the Fund with $100 to cover the
Fund's administrative costs. (As mentioned above, that amount has since been disgorged to the
United States Treasur .)

As to factor 6. the span of Mr. Gadhia's entire agreement with the Fund was to be the last
month or two of the 1994 general-election season. As discussed above, Mr. Gadhia's agreement
with the Fund was temporary and conditional. Because Mr. Gadhia's interests ran so counter to the
Fund's core mission. we agreed to allow him to pursue his fundraising activities through the Fund
only because of the special time-crunched situation he faced before the general election.

Factor 8 also militates for a finding that Mr. Gadhia was an independent contactor. Mr.
Gadhia's %ork. raising money for so-called "pro-India" congressional incumbents, was not a part
of our regular business. As we have explained, above, our mission was limited to supporting
candidates of Asian-Indian ethnic origin.

As to factor 9. neither the Fund nor Mr. Gadhia believed or could have believed that we were
creating a master-servant relationship. Mr. Gadhia would have been the first the reject such a notion,
given his adamanc\ about directing where funds he raised would go, irespective of the Fund's
mission. The facts as set forth fully above belie an' characterization that Mr. Gadhia was a servant
of the Fund

*'The crucial factor.** in determining whether an individual or entity is an i e t
contractor or an agent. "'is the right of control which must exist to prove agency." It is not ecmny
that all of the.., factors be present because no single one of them is conclusive and all rdie,
directly or indirectly, to the crucial factor of control or right of control." id (citing CI ,, 741
P.2d at 1001 (emphasis added). Accord Restatement (Second) of Agency, §§ 14 N cut. . & b. md
220 cmt. d. Here, where our agreement with Mr. Gadhia sharply limited our control over his
activities, and where Mr. Gadhia was engaging in specialized activity clear across the country from
the Fund's treasurer. it would be absurd to suggest that we had the type of control over Mr. Gadhi
that is the cornerstone of a principal-agent relationship.
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2. Even If Mr. Gadhia Were An Agent, He Was Acting Outside the Scope of Any
Agency.

Even assuming arguendo that Mr. Gadhia was serving as the Fund's agent for the purposes
of his fundraising ewhich the Fund disputes given the temporary and conditional nature of the
agreement). a

master is not responsible for acts which are clearly inappropriate to or unforeseeable in the
accomplishment of the authonzed result. The master can reasonably anticipate that servants
may commit minor crimes in the prosecution of the business, but serious crimes am not only
unexpectable but in general are in nature different from what servants in a lawful occupation
are expected to do.

Restatement (Second) of Agency. § 231 cmt. a.

Here the authorized result was fundraising legal contributions. In fact, precautions above and
beyond those required by regulation were taken to ensure that contributions would be legal. In
committing his ver% senious violations of federal election law, Mr. Gadhia was clearly acting outside

-- of the scope of any purported agency. Even if he were considered a servant of the Fund, Mr. Cadhia
acted in violation of express instructions given to him. This should be a defense to any claim of
liability on the part of the Fund. See. e.g. Commonwealth v Jackson, 146 Pa. Super. 328,22 A.2d
299 (1941 ). aff'd Memorandum decision. 345 Pa. 456, 28 A.2d 894 (1942). Mr. Gadhia's conduct

* is so unlike that authorized that neither the Fund nor I should be held liable for his gross misdeeds.

While the third paragraph of the Factual and Legal Analysis accurately s the
prohibition in 2 U.S.C. § 441f. it fails to explain how the Fund can be liable for "knowingly"
permitting our name to effect such an illegal contribution or "knowingly" ani
contribution. when we did not knoingly do anything except attempt to comply with the law.

- Similarly. paragraphs ten and eleven of the Factual and Legal Analysis refer to "settled" riz=1hies
of agency law without explaining what the applicable principles are that would hold vict of
deceit-here the Fund and me-liable for a deceiver's misdeeds. Whatever thse
"settled" principles of agency law are. they would render meaningless the stamoy reqaremeW that
our actions be "knowingly" committed.
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i~i.
THE RTB FINDING AND FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS SHOULD BE

WITHDRAWN AND NO SUCH FINDING SHOULD BE ISSUED.

In light of these errors and omissions, the Fund and I as its treasurer strongly request that the
RTB finding and the "'F actual and Legal Analysis" upon which it is based be withdrawn and that no
similar finding be issued As the prosecutor who examined the Gadhia affair has exhorted you:

[Clonsiderations of fairness ought to inform any action taken by the FEC. In that regard, it
i. dificult to imagine circumstances more compelling than those present here. In this
situation. the PAC and Mr. Chandra made even effort to comply with the law, and upon
discosery of possible wrongdoing. they cooperated extensively with all official inquiries.
For the FEC to take punitive action-no matter how lenient the FEC may itself view that
action-may well convey an unintended message to other PACs which find themselves in
a position to report wTongdoing possibly attributable to them. More importantly, such action
simpli does not seem to comport with common sense notions of essential justice.

Letter from Joseph E%,ans to Dominique Dillenseger of Feb. 12. 1997, at p. 2-3 (emphasis added).

To the extent the Commission believes, as Ms. Dillenseger has stated to me repeatedly over
the telephone. that the RTB finding is "'mereiy a threshold finding" against the treasurer of a PACin his pureIN official capacit-. and would have been issued against even another person holding the
treasurer's seat after the Gadhia affair, it would be wise to consider that this legal distinction is not
made anywhere in the Factual and Legal Analysis. Indeed, the Factual and Legal Analysis describes

- (albeit inaccurately and incompletely) my limited and innocent role in the Gadhia matter and then
holds me liable There is no clue to the reader that the finding against me is a mere formality
because of m% continued assignment as treasurer.

As we have demonstrated, the RTB finding is based upon incorrect and inWomple factslid
a flawed legal analysis. The Commission should, in good conscience, withdraw it, mad iue no
similar finding.

IV.
IN THE ALTERNATIVE, THE FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS SHOULD BE

CORRECTED AND COMPLETED BASED UPON THE CORRECT AND COMPLETE
FACTS.

Obviously, it is not our preferred remedy to the Commission's mistaken factal iadit*,
analysis, and legal conclusions, that the Commission merely set forth the complete factul Dt
engage in similarly faulty analysis. and render similarly harmful and illogical conclusions.
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Should the Commission be unwilling to question its own reasoning in this matter, however,
we strongly request that a minimum, that the Commission recognize that it made a grievous error
in developing "facts" regarding our involvement in the Gadhia matter without ever inquiring with
us or me as to the facts." This error is underscored by the fact that we were the ones who brought
the entire matter to the Commission's attention, and we had always pledged full cooperation with
any investigation. We were alvays ready to be entirely forthcoming with responses to any
testimonial or documentary inquiries, the Commission had no reasonable basis to believe otherwise.

It is essential that before the Commission makes any finding or publishes any document that
purports to reflect a complete rendition of the facts in the Gadhia matter, the Commission should
take steps to in fact present a complete rendition of the facts.

0 V.
THE COMMISSION SHOULD RESPOND TO OUR QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS

ABOUT THE RTB FINDING PROCESS AND LEGAL SIGNIFICANCE.

The apparent lack of an% discemable process in the Commission's handling of the Gadhia
matter has left us utierl baffled. We would appreciate candid and thorough responses to the
follo-wing questions.,

(1) Wh% did the Commission never seek to interview, to depose, or seek documents from us in
developing its "Factual and Legal Analysis?" After all. it was we who had brought the
matter to the Commission's attention in the first place, and we had expressed our desire to
cooperate

(2) Wh\ did the Commission not inform me that an investigation had been opened and that an
attorney had been assigned, per its earlier promise?

(3) Why did the Commission not notify us that we and I (and not just Mr. Gadhi) w
"respondents" subject to a finding of possible liability? Why did the Commission not &dlow
its own procedures with respect to allowing us and me the opportunity to be heard reading

'" Indeed, not only has the Commission never inquired with us as to our conduct in the
Gadhia matter, incredibly, the Commission has never inquired with us as to Mr. Gaia's
conduct in the Gadhia matter. We are informed that the Commission has depoed numerous
other witnesses in the Gadhia affair, including Mr. Gadhia himself; yet to our further
astonishment, the Commission has not deposed me.

21 We reserve the right to present additional questions in the future, or to ask for
clarification or greater explanation to the Commission's responses to these questions.

23
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an. complaint? What procedures did the Commission follow with respect to giving us and
me the opportunity to be heard?

(3) What are the "settled principles of agency law." referenced without further explanation in the
Factual and Legal Analysis, that make us chargeable with "knowledge" of Mr. Gadhia's
misdeeds' Ho\ does the Commission's liberal application of these purported principles not
render meaningless the language of 2 § U.S.C. 441 f that we must have "knowingly" have
accepted illegal contributions to be liable for Mr. Gadhia's misdeeds? Under the
Commission's interpretation, could not anyone who has unwitting accepted such
contributions through a third-parts volunteer be charged with knowledge? Does Mr.
Gadhias tempora- and conditional arrangement with the Fund--an arrangement that Mr.
Gadhia undertook not to fulfill the mission of the Fund but for his own purposes-change
the Commission's analysis? If not. why not"

(4) What are the precise legal implications of the RTB finding? In our telephone conversations,
Ns. Dillenseger has repeatedly contradicted herself. On the one hand, she has downplayed
the impact of the finding, insisting that the RTB is "merely a threshold finding similar to
probable cause- with no legal impact. Yet she has also said that the RTB finding is the"changed circumstance- that justified that Commission's change in its position from AO
1995-19 (that the Fund could disgorge Gadhia funds to charity) to its more recent position
that the Fund must disgorge funds onli. to the United States Treasury. Also, why has this
change in position never been explained in writing?

(5) Similarly. is the RTB finding a personal finding against me or related to my actions, or-as
Ms. Dillenseger has insisted in our conversations-would it have been issued adverse to any
individual serving as the Fund's treasurer after the Gadhia matter? If so, why does the
Factual and Legal Analysis purport to address my conduct? If not, why does the Facual md
Legal Analysis not explain beyond the words "as treasurer" that this is not a pMM al fiwding
based on my conduct but is a pro forma finding in my capacity as a current
officer? Such legal precision would be very helpful in understanding the i of die
finding.

(6) Most importantly. what prophylactic regulation addressing the conduct of treasurers did we
violate? Short of becoming omniscient, what could we have done differently under tie fats
set forth above to prevent the Gadhia matter from occurring?
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VI.
IF IT REFUSES TO WITHDRAW ITS FLAWED RTB FINDING, THE COMMISSION

SHOULD REOPEN ITS FILE AND GRANT US A PUBLIC HEARING AS TO OUR
CONDUCT IN THE GADHIA MATTER.

It is manifestly unjust for the Commission to make such a harmful finding, and then to
purport to **close its file as it pertains to [Subodh Chandra] and the IAI.IF1" without providing us or
me an opportunity for a hearing or to present exculpatory evidence. It is even more unjust for the
('ommission to make such a finding without providing any guidance as to what we or I could
possibly have done differently under the circumstances.

Indeed, we challenge the Commission to tell us what-under these facts and under
applicable statutes and regulations-we the Fund or I as its treasurer could possibly have done
to prevent the Gadhia affair from occurring.

It defies logic and law for the Commission in hindsight to suggest that the Fund or I are in
any way liable for Mr. Gadhia's misdeeds when we followed (and indeed went beyond) every
applicable prophylactic statute and regulation in ensuring compliance with the law. The
Commission's RTB finding represents -guilt by association." Any failure on the part of the
Commission to address head on the concerns we have expressed here would leave the impression
that Commission makes up the rules as it goes along.

The Commission's owni regulations provide that. -An investigation shall be conducted in any
case in which the Commission finds reason to believe that a violation of a statute or regulation over
which the Commission has jurisdiction has occurred... " 11 C.F.R. § 111.10 (a) (emphasis added).
See also 2 U.S.C. 437g (a) (2). "The [Commission's] investigation may include, but is not limited
to, field investigations, audits, and other methods of information gathering." 11 C.F.R. § 111.10 (b)
(emphasis added); see also 2 U.S.C. 437g (a) (2). The Commission's broad fact-finding manxate
is presumably intended not only to ferret-out wrongdoers, but also to vindicate te innocct By
"closing its file" as it pertains to the Fund and myself, the Commission has made a misguided
accusation without giving us or me an opportunity to respond.

Accordingly, if the Commission is unable to provide us with a satisfactory response to the
facts presented and concerns outlined in this letter, we must strongly request a public heaing in
which we may present testimonial and documentary evidence, respond to any questions that the
Commissioners may have, and discuss the important questions of public policy and proceckal
fairness raised by the Commission's actions in this matter.
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We remain hopeful. however. that in light of the complete fwtual picuu; Pe here, this
will not be necessary. We look forward to your favorable reply.

Very truly yours.

Subodh Chandr Esq.
Former Treasurer,
Indian-American Leadership
Investment Fund
(terminated committee)

cc: Yia Regular U.S. Mail)
vDominique Dillenseger. Esq.

Meena A. Morey. Esq
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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 formned 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.
§ 441 e to accept contributions from foreign nationals and a violMion of 2 U.S.C. § 441 f
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 aftr this mater I= bem closed with
respect to ali other respodent involved You we advised that the A-i9I-

provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 437g(aXI2XA) remain in effect with i a to ua
still involved in this matter.

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

Sinacrly,

Lee Amn Eiot.

how and~ea Ady*~.
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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

superv'isor" responsibilities. Sr& 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. § I I0.4(a)(3). The term "foreign national" includes,

inr 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.

2 U.S.C. § 441e. 22 U.S.C. § 61 1(b) defines "foreign principal" as, inrarlia, a foreign

government.

2 U.S.C. § 441f prohibits: (I) making a contribution in the nmune ofuartbu

(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect such a otribatWm umd

(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. § I 10.4(bX)(Xiii).

The treasurer of a political committee is responsible for examining eli

contributions received by the political committee for evidence of legality. I I C.F.R.
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§ 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. I I 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 thje 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. 1 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. ld.

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 elections 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 candidat as we

as candidates of Indian descent. The IALIF agreed to work with Mr. Gadhia, sing dat

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 fiom 41

individuals totaling $34,900 to the IALIF.

On April 28, 1995, Subodh Chandra, Treasure of the IALIF, was conmtd by a

reporter for the Baltimore Sun who informed him that improper contributions may have
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been made to the IALIF. That same day, Mr. Chandra then notified the Commission of

the possible violations. The Sn 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 committee had long since

disbursed these funds to candidate committees. At the Commission's suggestion, Mr.

Chandra then made a ua ,4on submission to the Commission regarding the possible

violations pledging to "take ishate'er 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 Advisor 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]

$ 6156 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, became

the Deparment of Justice ("DO.") had begun an investigation into the funds rased 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 con ibuiom"

hI at 12,100.
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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. Its 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 committee listing funds contriouted in the namie 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 kas authorized to act on behalf of the committee. Se 1 I C.F.R. § 102.8(b);)

I I10.6(bX2XE); and 109.1(b)(5). 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. Cdhia to raise money on

behalf of the IALIF but also allowed Mr. Gadhia to determine to which campaigns the

fnids he raised would go. Further, Mr. Gadhia raised all funds amid 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 spro-India onrsona
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Thus, there is reason to believe that the Indian-American Leadership Investment

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

.?

)
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Lalit H.Gadhia P.A.
Law Ofces

355 Nortf" Caver Street. Baltimore. Mar,,and 21202
Prione i410) 244-8448 iax (410) 244-8568

October 12, 1994

Mr. Subodh Chandra
c/o Modrall
500 4th St., N.W., Suite 1000
Albuquerque, NM 87102

RE: Contributions to Indian American
Leadership Investment Fund

Dear Mr. Chandra,

I enclose herewith the following checks totaling Fourteen
Thousand Dollars ($14,000.00) in the above referenced matter:

1) $1000.00

2) $1000.00

3) $ 500.00

4) $ 500.00

5) $1000.00

6) $1000.00

7) $1000.00

8) $1000.00

Anita L. Gadhia, 3700 N. Charles St.,
Apt. 310, Balto., MD 21218;

Lalit H. Gadhia, 3700 N. Charles St.,
Apt. 310, Salto. , MD 21216; Af. V4

Parvani Gadhia, 7509 B Stonecutter Ct.,
Balto., MD 21237; iei.k

Uday N. Gedhia, 7509 9 -ftu-ttor Ct.,
Balto., MD 21237; C{

Ashok R. Kuata, 9 White Wood Ct., Balto.,
MD 21236;

Jyoti Kunta, 9 White Wood Ct., Salto., D
21236;

Anne Tomec Mileham, 2912 I. Calvert St.,
Salto., MD 21216; ,Ae'l A%

: Richard C. Osborne, 3501 St. Paul St.,
#841, Balto., MD 21218; ow to
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g) $1000.00

10) $1000.00

11) $1000.00

12) $1000.00

13) $1000.00

14) $1000.00

15) $1000.00

Rosemary C. Osborne, 3501 St. Paul St.,
#841, Balto., MD 21218;

George Roy Paniker, 3101 Guilford Ave.,
Balto., MD 21218; R044r M&A

Indra Seunarine, 1813 South Rd., 2W,
Balto., MD 21209; -A.

Rajendra K. Sharma, A/4-6, Joppawood Ct.,
Balto., MD 21236;

Kathleen C. Stone, 223§ Foxbane Sq.,
Balto., MD 21209; 4 ! " I

Aruna Trivedi, 5 Fox Brier Ln., Balto.,
MD 21236; "bHrwrr AIL C

=0%ef- eqq'-
* Sudhir Trivedi, 5 Fox Brier Ln., Balto.,

MD 21236. Ceo

sofeZAW C" T~

Thanking you for your cooperation,

With best regards,

Sincerely,

Lalit H. Gadhia

LG/ro
enclosures:
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Lalit H.Gadhia PA.

Law Offices

355 North Calvert Street. Baltimore, Maryland 21202
Phore t410) 244-8448. Fax (410) 244-8568

October 18, 1994

Mr. Subodh Chandra
c/o Modrall
500 4th St., N.W., Suite 1000
Albuquerque, NM 87102

RE: Contributions to Indian American
Leadership Investment Fund

Dear Mr. Chandra,

I enclose herewith the following four checks totaling Two
Thousand Nine Hundred Dollars ($2,900.00) in the above referenced
matter:

1) $1000.00

2) $ 900.00 :

3) $ 500.00 :

4) $ 500.00 :

Tanzania M. Cooper, Zeta Phi Beta, 3801
Kimble Road, Baltimore, MD 21218;

Hemanta Kole, 16 Chesthill Court,
Baltimore, MD 21236; w ei4

Zubair Mohammad Siddiqi, 4 Ahiladelphiate,--
Court, Baltimore, MD 21237-4600;G. .

Arvind V. Miehta, 6 Jo W'C., Apt. A-
3, Baltimore, MD 21236; -

Thanking you for your cooperation,

With best regards,

Sincerely,

r/, ;*

Lalit H. Gadhia
LHG/ro
enclosures:



* 8) $1000.00

410 9) $ 500.00

10) $ 500.00

11 ) $ 500.00

12) $ 500.00

Sivasubramanian and Padmavathi Baskar,
3528 Lowlen Cqmt., Ellicott City, MD
21042; C o 7F

T. P. Reddy, 3541 Brenbrock Dr.,
Randallstown, MD 21133;
Harbhajan Singh, 3541 Bren~rook re,

Randallstown, MD 21133; CJ+ Axkb- *-e -.

: Hardeep Singh, 3541 Brenbrook Drive,
Randallstown, MD 21133; COL. ,&,..Ajt.

* Arun Bedi, 10 Cinnamon Cir., Apt. ID,
Randallstown, MD 21133. ls_1t-

Thanking you for your cooperation, o'~v

With best regards,

Sincerely,

Lalit H. Gadhia
LHG/ro
enclosures:



46 0
SOCIETY OF TECHNOLOGISTS ENTREPRENEURS
AND PROFESSIONALS FROM INDIA INC.

TS'L IN 355 N. CALVERT ST.. BALTIMORE, MD21202 TELE: (301) 244-844S

October 24, 1994

Mr. Subodh Chandra
c/o Modrall
500 4th St., N.W., Suite 1000
Albuquerque, NM 87102

RE: Contributions to Indian American
Leadership Investment Fund

Dear Mr. Chandra,

I enclose herewith the following twelve checks totaling Ten
Thousand Dollars ($10,000.00) in the above referenced matter:

1) $1000.00

2) $1000.00

* 3) $1000.00

74) $1000.00

5) $1000.00

-16) $1000.00

7) $1000.00

Vinay K. Wahi, 823 N. Charles Street,
Balto., MD 21202; Ab'q& r

Satish Bahl, Promila Bahl%,2 Applegrove
Ct., Baltimore, MD 21228; -.

Sanjay Kumar, Balto., MD; F &h vi"

Shyan Parkash, 2922. WLiLaot P1., No.
101, Falls Church, VA 22044; ag

Ashok and Anju Sahni, 33526 Carriage Hill
Circle, Apt. 101, Raadllstovn, MD
21133; Mu*~u. ~...*

Usha and Umesh Naik, 101-5 LAspinvood
Way, Baltimore, ND 21237;

Venkk Ramakibhnan ad 2llaabth H.
Fernandez, 84S9G Falls Run Road, Illicott
City, MD 21043;
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SOCIETY OF TECHNOLOGISTS ENTREPRENEURS
AND PROFESSIONALS FROM INDIA INC.

"'i I".1 [N 355 N. CALVERT ST.. BALTIMORE. MD21202 TELE: (301) 244-8440

October 26, 1994

Mr. Subodh Chandra
c/o Modrall
500 4th St., N.W., Suite 1000
Albuquerque, NM 87102

RE: Contributions to Indian American
Leadership Investment Fund

Dear Mr. Chand'ra 'i

I enclose herewith the following five checks totaling Eight
Thousand Dollars ($8,000.00) in the above referenced matter:

1) $1000.00

2) $1000.00

3) $ 500.00

4) $ 200.00

5) $ 300.00

6) $1000.00

7) $1000.00

Tejpal S. Rehncy, 10123 Fontaine Dr.,
Balto., MD 21234; w-l. -- tc.

Ashok K. Dhawan, 7290-3 Cradlerock Way,
Baltimore, MD 21045; .'

Preeti Bahl, 2 Apple Grove Ct.,
Baltimore, MD 21228; _______do

Raghavan and Raia4 oeheadri,
Hapsburg Court, Ialti eNt-ND 21234;

23

Ramesh G. Ganach and-& Shama R.
Ganachari, 10 Merrion Ct., Timonium, MD
21093-1834;

Janet K. and Jay V. Kangalvedhe, 6500
Loch Hill Road, Baltimore, 3D 21239;

S. V. Raamurthy, D.D.S., 6936 D Donachie
Road, Baltimore, MD 21239;

q0A &I_
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8) $1000.00

9) $1000.00

10) $1000.00

: Sonne C. and Lalitha Gowda, 12210
Cleghorn Road, Cockeysville, MD 21030;

: Vikram Gowda, 12210 Cleghorn Road,
Cockeysville, MD 21030;

* Nirmala Ramamurthy, 3 Hunters Court,
Tmonium, MD 21093.

Thanking you for your cooperation,

With best regards,

Sincerely,

Lalit H. Gadhia
LHG/ro
enclosures:
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URGENT

To: Lalit H. Gadhia

Rosemary C. Osborne

From: Subodh Chandra&)

Date: 5 December 1994

Subject: Missing FEC Information

Please find listed below the names for individual contributors to the Indian-American Leadership
Investment Fund for whom we have missing information, per the requirements of the Federal
Election Commission.

Please provide this information, if at all possible, by Thursday, December 7tL. 1 must type.
complete, and postmark via certified mail FEC disclosure forms by Friday, December 8th.

Nmn E3~RYfl

Preei Bahl marr ?

Arun Bedi -CONTRADICTORY INFO-RETAIIER, SELF-EMPLOYED OR CHEF, FOR
WHOM?

Ramesh & Shama Ganachari

Sonne C. & Lalitha Gowda

Viknm Gowda

Jay V. Mangalvedhe

Anne Tomec MilehamC ComputwTeewhncian
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Shyam Parkash

Nirmala Ramamurthy

S.V. Ramamurthy

Raghavan & Ramamani Seshadri

Rajendra K. Sbarma Engineer

Finally, I have no record of receiving a check from "Shyam P. Sharma" whose name was written
on a Post-It with the word -chef" written next to it in one of your submissions. I do have a record
for a check for Shyam Parkash for S 1,000, listed above, for whom I need occupaional and
employer information. Is this the same person? Is be a chef, an engineer, or a manager, as was
described earlier? Please clear up this confusion.

+rM~ -tkri&
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INDIAN AMERICAN LEADERSHIP INVESTMENT FUND

3939 Rio GRANDE BLVD., NW #57 * Al t LQCLERQLE, NM 87107-3153 * 505.345.4442

BY FACSLMILE

28 April 1995

Lois Lemer
Chief Enforcement Officer
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C.

Re: Indian American Leadership Investment Fund * F.E.C. I.D. No. C00283184 *

Dear Ms. Lemer:

I am writing with some sense of urgency, at the suggestion of Brad Litchfield in your office.

It came to my attention this morning during a conversation with Jim Haner, a reporter for the
Baltimore Sun, that improper contributions may have been made to our political action
committee. Specifically, there seem 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 in'vestigatior, and other details to surface upcn mry cwn
inquiries. Mr Haner informs me that he expects his article to be published this Sunday, April 30,
in the Sun.

I wish to make clear from the outset that neither the Indian-American Leadership Investment
Fund, nor I as its treasurer, had any knowledge of the alleged uinproprieties. We believe very
strongly in fulfilling both the letter and spirit of the law, and we will tale whatever steps neesa to
resolve the Federal Election Commission's concerns in a satisfactory manner.

I will be in touch early next week to discuss this further with you.

Sincerely yours,

Mr. Subodh Chandra
Treasurer

* Fgui Ebgciaom n- LO. f CwIAM.
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INDIAN-AMERICAN LEADERSHIP INVESTMENT FUND

3939 RIOGRANDE BLVD., NW #57 0 ALBUQUERQUE, NM 87107-3153 e 505.848.1800 (0)

25 May 1995

BY FACSIMILE & MAIL

Brad Litchfield
Associate General Counsel for Policy
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20463

RE: REQUEST FOR ADVISORY OPINION
Indian-Amencan Leadership Investment Fund, FEC I.D. No: C00283184

Dear Mr. Litchfield:

WVe are writing to request an advisory opinion from the Federal Election Commission as to our
appropriate course of action at the present time as a political action committee. The
circumstances in which we find ourselves are described, below.

Facts.
On Thursday Aprl 27 1 was contacted by, and on Friday April 28 1 met with, a reporter for the

. Baltimore Sun newspaper, Jim Haner. During our April 28th discussion, Mr. Hane informed me
that he had conducted an investigation of contributors to our PAC from the Baltimore area. He
indicated that he discovered that an unspecified number of these individuas (although not all)
chd not appear to have the financial means to make the size of contributions that they had. Mr.
Haner alleged further that some of these contributors suggested that they had been improperly
reimbursed for making contributions. The specificity and serousnes of the ter's
allegations led me as Treasurer to notify the FEC by facimile on the aftnoon ofApril 28 that
there may have been a violation of federal election law. I have been told by Tacser in
your office that this letter will be treated as a sua sponte submission from the ac
committee and that an FEC investigation may be pending. I have also received wrfittm
acknowledgement from Ms. Tackser to that effect.

All of the Indian-Ameriain Leadetuhp Invesmb Fund's 0mtzbtiou frn ind had
been collected and transmitted to us by W. Lai H.Gadhia, a BalM. AtOw dn
these conributions were received, I as tremsu m eid for evidmmd qdy ad
found that they presnted no such questions. Thusthe mnes won duly d 1d G&m
PACs account and drawn upon. As yet, I have no informtion v th a of any of
these contributions other than what was reported in the ltimm Sun o W da,
May 4, 1995, which with you have previously indicated to me the Commimlm mllr. I
have been contacted by the Federal Bureau of Inve4iatm for infomaion mad do mabd
pet ang to this matter, which I have provided. I have not yet hear fron tim F g
any investigation.

A liable Law.
regulati= appear to address only two sxnos regardng illeg l il Moo

political action committees. The first is the situation in Which a teurer has r to suipect

Paid for by the Indian-American Leadership Iunwvwnt Fund and uwt ftlwiurd by any WA
candidat or cWdeWs -
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at the time ot receipt that contributions may be improper. In that case, the treasurer is required
to exercise "best efforts" to ven 'v the legality of the contribution. This may culminate in either
a wntten statement from, or a wntten memorandum of oral communications with, contributors
attesting to the legalih of their respective contributions. 1I C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(1) (1995). As !
have indicated, above, we had no reason to suspect at the time these contributions were
received that there was anything improper about them.

The second scenario involves the case of a treasurer who has already deposited funds that at
the time ot receipt seemed proper, but who "later discovers" that the contributions are illegal
based on new evidence not available at the time of receipt and deposit. In that situation, he
PAC must refund the improper contributions, or if no funds are available, refund the
contributions from any inconung funds. 1 C.F.R. § 103.3(b)(2) (1995). As I have indicated, we
do not vet "know" what if any contributions are improper, as we have not conducted our own
independent investigation in light of the pending FBI and FEC inquiries. We do not wish to
interfere with or unwittingly obstruct those pending investigations, and also do not know to
what extent our own quenes would be fruitful or provide reliable information under the present,
sensitive circu nlstances.

In short, it is unclear to us whether the federal regulations address the responsibilities of a PAC
treasurer under a third scenario: where contributions appear to be legitimate at the time of
receipt and deposit, but suspcions are later raised that demand further factfinding and
confirmation. This general scenario if further complicated in our present situation by the
existence of parallel federal investigations.

Proposed Course of Action.
We propose either or both of the following two possible courses of action:

(1) A mailing to Maryland contributors of letters that describe proper criteria for
contributions-including the invalidiht of reimbursed contributions--and that request a signed
statement confirming the legality of contributions made.

(2) An effort to obtain the telephone numbers of all Maryland contributors, followed by an
effort to contact all .\tar'land contributors by telephone and request their oral confirmation of
the legality of the contnbutions made. These conversations would be memorialized in a written
memorandum from the Treasurer.

Question Presmted.
Thus, the four questions that we would present to the Commission are as follows:

(1) Given the facts described above, are either or both of the proposed courses of action
outlined required of the PAC or its treasurer?

(2) Given the facts described above, are either or both of the proposed courses of action
outlined permitted of the PAC or its treasurer?

(3) Given the facts described above, are either or both of the proposed courses of action
outlined advisable for the PAC or its treasurer to undertake?

Paid for by the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund and not authorized by any other
candidate or candidate's committee.
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(4) Given the facts and proposed courses of action described above, what alternative or
addihonal courses of action would the Commission require, permit, or advise the PAC or its
treasurer to undertake?

We would deeply appreciate the Commission's response to these questions as soon as possible.
To avoid an' nsk of interference with the federal investigations, we will delay pursuing any
Investigative course of action until we hear from the Commission what actions are reque
pernutted, or advisable. We also trust that any specific timing requirements, should any course
of action be reqwred, will be delayed to toll only when we receive an answer-and we would
greatly appreciate assurances to this effect.

In the meantime, if we can be ot service to the Commssion in its investlgation, please do not
hesitate to contact us.

Most respectfully,

Mr. Subodh Chandra
Treasurer

Paid for by the Indun-Amenrican Lzedership InstnnMt Fuxd ed not unI by aN Othr

canddae or CavudAs camtw
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
% AfStll(,17()N D ( 20461

,

May 10, 1995

Subodh Chandra, Treasurer
Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund
3939 Rio Grande Blvd., N.W. #57
Albuquerque, 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.

If 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,

qy~ 4-70.

Mary L. Taksar, Attorney
Central Enforcement Docket

Inclosure
Procedures

Cebr.Wing whe Comuon's 201h Anmwetwy

YESTEIRDAY. TODAY AND TOMOR
OEOICATED TO KEVV4G IMt PnUKC u EO4O
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DESCRIPTiOK Or PRZLINiNARY PROCEDURS
FOR PROCESSING COMPLAINTS FILED WIT1 TE

FEDERAL ELECTION COmOiSSrOm

Complaints filed with the Federal Election Commission shal!be referred to the Enforcement Division of the Office of tieGeneral Counsel, where they are assigned a mUR (Matter UnderReview) number and assigned to a staff member. Within five daysof receipt of a complaint, the Commission shall notify, inwriting, the respondent listed in the complaint that thecomplaint has been filed and shall include with such notificationa copy of the complaint. Simultaneously, the complainant shallbe notified that the complaint has been received and will beacted upon. The respondent(s) shall then have 15 days todemonstrate, in writing, that no action should be taken againsthim/her in response to the complaint.

At the end of the 15 days, the Office of the General Counselshall report to the Commission making a recommendation(s) basedupon a preliminary legal and factual analysis of the complaintand any submission made by the respondent(s). A copy ofrespondent's submission shall be attached to the Office of te
1eneral Counsel's report and forwarded to the Commission. Thisinitial report shall recommend either: (a) that the Commissionfind reason to believe that the complaint sets forth a possibleviolation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, asamended, (hereinafter "the Acts); or (b) that the Commission f.,.dno reason to believe that the complaint sets forth a possibleviolatiop of t.e Act and, accordingly, that the Commission closethe file in the matter.

If,,by an affi rmative vote of four Commissioners, theCommission.decides that it has reason to believe that a personhas committed br is about to commit a violation of the Act, theOffice of the General Counser shall open an investigation intothe matter. During the investigation, the Commission shall havethe power to subpoena documents, to subpoena individuals toappear for deposition, and to order written answers tointerrogatories. The respondent(s) may be contacted more thanonce by the Commission during its investigation.

If, during this period of investigation, the respondent(s)indicate a desire to enter into conciliation, the Office of theGeneral Counsel may recommend that the Commission enter intoconciliation prior to a finding of probable cause to believe aviolation has been committed. Conciliation is an attempt tocorrect or prevent a violation of the Act by informal methods ofconference and persuasion. Most often, the result ofconciliation is an agreement signed by the tommission and therespondent(s). The Conciliation Agreement must be adopted byfour votes of the CommLssion before it becomes final. Aftecsignature by the Commission and the respondent(s), the ComaissLonshall make public the Conciliation Agreement.



-2-

If the investigation warrants, and no conciliation agreement,s entered into prior to a probable cause to believe finding, theGeneral Counsel must n-.otfy the respondent(s) of his/her intentto recommend that the .oa=ission proceed to a vote on probablecause to believe that a violation of the Act has been committedor is about to be committed. :ncluded with the notification tothe respondent(s) shall be a -rief setting forth the position ofthe General Counsel on the legal and factual issues of the case.Within 15 days of receipt of such brief, the respondent(s) maysubmit a brief stating their position on the issues. Both briefswill then be filed with the Zo--ission Secretary and will beconsidered by the Comuission. Thereafter, if the Commissiondetermnines by an affirzative vote of four Commissioners, thatthere is probable cause wo telieve that. a violation of the Acthas been co-itwed o- is a.bout to be committed, conciliation mustbe undertaken for a period of at least 30 days but not more than90 days. If the Co':ssion ;s unable to correct or prevent anyviolation through conciliation the Office of the General Counselmay recc-mend that the Comission file a civil suit against therespondent(s) to enforce the Act. Thereafter, the Commissionmay, upon .he affirat:ve vote of four Commissioners, institutecivil action for relief in the 'nited States District Court.

See 2 "'.S.C. 5 43"-, 1: Z.F.R. Part :::

January 1987
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July 13, 1995

NOTICl--CHANGE IN AO CORNET PROCEDURES

The Commission has approved a temporary revision in its
advisory opinion procedures that permits the submission of
written public comments on draft advisory opinions when
proposed by the Office of General Counsel and scheduled for a
future Commission agenda.

who bird AO aratt sade available for public comments
under this procedure is DRAFT ADVISORY OPINION 1995-19 which
was requested by Subodh Chandra, on behalf of Indian-American
Leadership Investment Fund. The draft is now available from
the Public Disclosure Division of the Commission.

Proposed Advisory Opinion 1995-19 will be on the
Commission's agenda for its public meeting of July 20, 1995.

Please note the following requirements for submitting
comments:

1) Comments must be submitted in writing to the
Commission Secretary with a duplicate copy to the Office of
Oeneral Counsel. Comments in legible and complete form may
be submitted by fax machine to the Secretary at (202)
208-3333 and to OGC at (202) 219-3923.

1 ,5 t,., ipvs,,1I l, pi ll ,,r *,,iMh I F4% ,u ,i , g,.'IInts s Ax;UU
noon (EDT) on July 19, 1995.

3) No comments will be accepted or considered if
received after the deadline. Late comments will be rejected
and eturned to the comente. Aeswests to eztend the
comment period are discouraged and unwelcome. An etemion
request will be considered only if received before the
crment deadline and then only on a case by case "is In
special circumstances.

4) All comments timely received vill be distribited to
the Comission and the Office of General Counsel. 2bey w11
also be made available to the public at the Comissioa's
Publie Disclosure Division.
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CONTACT$

Press inquiries,

Commission searetarys

Ron Harris (202) 219-4155

Marjorie 8mons (202) 219-4145

Other inquiriess

To obtain copy of draft AO 1995-ig contact lpublic
Records Office-Public Disclosure Division (202)
219-4140, or 800-424-9530.

For questions about comment submission procedure
contaCt No Iradley r trhfft1d, Apeoneiate General
Counsel, (202) 219-3690.

ADDRESSES

Submit single copy of written comments to

Commission Secretary
Federal Election Commission
999 3 street NW
Washington, DC 20463

Submit full duplicate copy of written comments to:

Office of General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 3 Street NW
Washington, DC 20463
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July 13, 1995

5MmORANDUM

TO: The Commission

THROUGH: John C. Surina
Staff Director

FROMI Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel -

N. rdlpy .,r hfi n
Associate Oeneral CouiT -

Jonathan K. Levin)

Senior Attorney

SUBJECT: Draft AO 1995-19

Attached is a proposed draft of the subject advisory
opinion.

We request that this draft be placed on the agenda for
July 20, 1995.

1 ,,mmw At. Ctamui Ms's JbAnmr

YcSTCIIAY. T( VM Ai) I(MOMrwI
DrfrCATFr) T Nwnu lit KW4ICPOXW

10:50 N0.004 P.04
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ADVISORY OPINION 19919 l
Subodh Chandra, Treasurer
Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund
3939 Rio Orande Blvd. 57
Albuquerque, NA 87107-3153

Dear Mr. Chandca:

This responds to your letter dated Nay 25, 19,

requesting an advisory opinion on behalf of the Indian-

American Leadership investment Fund ('the Funds) concerning

the application of the federal Xlection Campaign Act of 1971,

as amended ("the Act"), and Commission regulations to the

disposition of contributions received by the Fund that may be

unlawful under the Act.

The Fund is a nonconnected political comittee which has

been registered with the Commission since August 16, 1993.

You state that, on April 27 and 28, 1995, you net with a

&,VjULLL from the naltimore bun vno Intormed you that he had

conducted an investigation of contributors to the Fund from

the Baltimore area. The reporter indicated that some of

these individuals 'did not appear to have the financial

means" to make contributions in the amount that they gave.

The reporter also suggested that some of these oontributors

had been improperly reimbursed for making contributions. rou

state that the "specificity and seriousness of the reportere

allegations" led you to notify the Commission by facsimile

transmission, sent on April 28, that there may have been

violations of the Act. The Commission's Office of General

Counsel informed you that your letter will be treated as a
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AO 1995-19

Page 2

sue s2onte submission, subject to investigation by the

Commission.

An article by the reporter containing these allegetiots

appeared in the May 4 issue of the Baltimore Sun. This

article referred to the fact that $34,900 in contributions

from the Baltimore area were received by the Fund in one day.

It contains specific assertions by *one contributors
0 identified in the Fund's reports that they were reimbursed

11 for their donations. The article also contains specific
12 Information as to the conduct of the alleged original

13 contributor and other circumstances surrounding some of the
4 donations.

5 All of the contributions to the Fund from contributors

6 in maryland were U ~ansaiLLeJ Lu yuu iy a balLiuto attorney.

17 You assert that, when the contributions were received, you,

-8 as treasurer, examined them for evidence of illegality and

19 found that the contributions did not present a question of
00their legality. The contributions were thus deposited in the

Fundes account and drawn upon. You state that, as yet, you

'have no information verifyLng the illegality of any of these
!3 contributions' other than what was ultimately reported in the
e baltimore Sun. You note that the Federal bureau of

SIyqotigat9n has asked You tot inforltion and document,

which you have provided.
!7 Zn view of Commission regulations addressing refunds by

a political committee of unlawful contributions, you propose

two alternative eourses E aetiem #ff the PuMn. Usdee Yo"y
10
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3 first proposal, the Fund would mail letters to Maryland

4 contributors describing the proper criteria for

6 contributions, including the invalidity of reimbursed

a contributions. The letter would also request a signed

7 statement *confirming the legality of contributions made.*

a The second proposal provides that the Fund would obtain the

9 telephone numbers of all the Maryland contributors, contact

10 those contributors by phone, and request their oral

11 confirmation of the legality of the contributions. You, as

12 treasurer, would memorialize these conversations in a written

13 memorandum.

14 You ask whether either or both of the proposed courses

15 of action are required or permitted by Commission

1 regulations. You also ask whether it is "advisable' for the

17 Fund to undertake either course of action. Finally, you ask

18 if there are any additional courses of action that would be

t9 required, permitted, or advisable.

20 A contribution by a person who is reimbursed in advance

21 or afterward by another person or entity is unlawful under

22 the Act because it is a 'contribution in the nam of

2 another.* 2 U.S.C. 5441f; 11 CFR llO.4(b)(1)(1), it Is also

24 unlawful for a committee to knowingly accept such a

25 contribution. 2 U.S.C. S441ft 11 Cr1 l1O.4(b)(1)(iii).

28 Commission regulations prescribe the obligations of a

27 committee treasurer upon receipt of a contribution that

29 appears unlawful or presents genuine questions of il1egUty.

29 when received, or upon discovery of the contributionms

30
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1 AO 199S-19 JuW

2 Page 4

3 unlawful nature at a later date.
4 Contributions that, when received, present genuine

6 questions as to whether they were made by corporations, labor

5 organizations, foreign nationals, or Federal contractors may
7 be either deposited into a campaign depository or returned to

8 the contributor within ten days of the receipt. If such a

9 contribution is deposited, the treasurer must make his or her

10 best efforts to determine the legality of the contribution.

11 The treasurer must make at least one written or oral request

12 for evidence of the legality. Such evidence includes, but is

13 not limited to, a written statement from the contributor

14 explaining why the contribution is legal, or a written

statement oy tne treasurer memorializing an orai

16 communication from the contributor to that effect. If the

17 contribution cannot be determined to be legal, the treasurer

18 must refund it to the contributor within thirty days of its

19 receipt. 11 CrR 103.3(b)(1).

20 'it the treasurer determined at the time the contribution

21 was received and deposited that it did not appear to be from

22 an unlawful source or made in the name of another, but "later

n discovers that it is illegal based on new evidence not

24 available to the political committee at the time of receipt

as and depositt" the contribution must be refunded to the

contributor within thirty days of the discovery of the

27 illegality. If the committee does not have sufficient funds

to refund the contribution at the time the illegality is

U discovered, it must make the refund from the next funds it
30
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I AO 1995-19

2 Page S

3 receives. 11 CPR 103.3(b)(2).

4 in several opinions, the Commission has reviewed

5 situations involving the requirement to subsequently refund

8 contributions made in the names of others. ee Advisory
7 Opinions 1991-39, 1989-5, and 1984-52. in Advisory Opinions

8 1989-5 and 1984-52, the Commission addressed circumstances in
0 which the corporation that actually contributed the funds at
t0 issue or its corporate employees (or both) had pled guilty to

11 criminal charges related to the making of the contributions.
12 As stated in Advisory Opinion 1991-39, those two opinions,

13 however, did not limit to guilty pleas the circumstances in
14 which a refund obligation can be said to arise.

is Advisory Opinion 1991-39 presented a situation in which

is a political committee received a letter from the Department

17 of Justice indicating that contributions, reported by the

Is committee as received from several persons, had actually been

19 made by one individual who had been indicted by a Federal

tgrand jury. Upon receipt of the DOJ letter, the committee
1I had determined thai Lhwee was a basis for the appearance of

?2 illegality and "segregated" the funds by depositing an amount
3 sufficient to cover the questioned contributions so that the

amount would be available if and when the Commislon

determined that a committee disbursement was warranted. The

indicted individual asserted his innocence.
Noting that the Federal evidentlary test for a grand

S jury indictment was whether there was Ipubable cause to

believe the accused had committed the crime, the COammisIoi
S
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determined that the DOJ letter and the indictment "provided

sufficient basis to question the lawfulness" of the

contributions under 11 CPR 103.3(b). The Commission

concluded that, because the committee could not, under the

circumstances, determine the identity of the original

contributor, the funds should be disbursed at that time for a

lawful purpose unrelated to any Federal campaign, committee,

10 or candidate; to the Federal government, a state or local

I1 governmental entity, or a charitable organization qualified

12 under 26 U.B.C. $170(c).

13 The Commission notes the logical and appropriate

14 application of standards set out in 11 CFR 103.3(b)(1) to

6S situations arising under 11 CrR 103.3(b)(2) where the issue

6 of illegality arises sometime after the receipt of a

17 contribution. Such a situation calls for the taking of

J8 ameliorative action where there is a sufficient basis to

question the lawfulness of a contribution. In this regardo

0 the Commission does not need to consider whether, by itself.

a newspaper article containing general allegations as to

2 contributions in the name of another would necessarily

0 provide a sufficient basis to question the lawfulness of a

14 contribution. However, you note the *specifioitye of the

allegations presented to you in meetings with the reportec.

in addition, the Nay 4 article contains specific information

17 briefly described above as to some of the contributions. Ite

8 Commission concludes that these circumstances present a

Is sufficient basis for you to question the legality of at leat

S
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I AO 1995-19

1 Pege?

I some of the contributions at issue. You Sust, therefore,

I t3ko otops that would enstitute best ff6,et. tw dwLesmiuw

$ the legality of those contributions.

Based on information you may have received from the

reporter, there may be some contributions (from the Mairyland

3 contributors) that may not present a genuine questiet of

logality to you at this time. Nevertheless, the commission

10 advises exercising best efforts at determining the legality

I1 of those contributions as wel. During the course of a

12 Commission investigation, the Commission may determine that

13 there is culpability on the part of the recipient conmittee,

14 and that the culpability pertains to those contributions as

15 well. The Commiccion often views the expeditious refund or

16 disgorgement of unlawfully accepLed uujisLibutions an a

17 mitigating factor in determining an appropriate civil

) 18 penalty.

19 Either one of your proposed courses of action would

oomply vith the boot efforts requirements set out is 11 CMl

103.3(b)(1).11 T auuiL uf thuse co:tsibutions for which

22 the identified donors do not provide confirmation of legality

13 should be disbursed for any of the lavful purposes listed Ia

14 Advisory Opinion 1991-39# and not for a purpose relsted to

X any of the Fund's activities. Disburseaests should be m

as

27

Is/ The Commission assumes that, In connection vith your
second proposal, i.e., the written seaoialisatiom of
contributions with the Naryland contributors, the num will
describe to the contributors the proper criteria tsr
contributions, as provided for in the first proposal.
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3 in this way because the individual alleged to have reimbursed

4 the contributors denies having done so. Bee Advisory Opinion

5 1991-39. The disbursements should be made, from committee

6 funds on hand, within thirty days of this opinion. If the

7 Fund does not have sufficient monies on hand to make the

8 disbursements, it should make the disbursements from the next

9 funds it receives. 11 CFR 103.3(b)(2),

10 The Commission also advises, but does not consider

11 mandatory, an additional eourse of setion. it the fund has

12 inform3tion ac to a opooifia contributor indicating that his

13 or her contribution may have been in the name of another, but

14 that person has provided the aforementioned confirmation of

1 iegality, it may segregate the particular contrivution amount

16 in a separate bank account to be set up solely for such

17 situations.-/ If, upon receipt of further information as to
Is the source of the contribution, the Fund can verify that the

19 contribution was lawful, it may transfer the amount back to

20 the account used for committee transactions. If the Fund

21 receives further information verifying that the contribution

22 was not lawful in origin, it should disburse the amount as
23 described above, plus any interest accrued on that amount.

24 The Commission expresses no opinion as to amy
25 ramifications resulting from any investigation or other

26

27 The bank where such an account is hold must be
2 losignated as a committee depository on an amended statement

of organisation if the account is not in an already existing
29 committee depository. See 2 U.5.C. 11432(b)(l) md

433(b)(6)s 11 CR 10.1, 103.2, 102.2(a)(1)(vi), ad
3O 102.2(b).
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3 review of your situation by the FBI or any other government

4 agency.

5 This response constitutes an advisory opinion concerning

5 application of the Act, or regulations prescribed by the

7 Commission, to the specific transaction or activity set forth

* in your request. See 2 U.S.C. 6437f.

8 Sincerely,

10

11 Denny L. McDonald
Chairman12

13 Enclosures (AOs 1991-39, 1989-S, and 1964-52)

14
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BY FACSIMILE

July 18, 1995

N. Bradley Litchfield, Esquire
Associate General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund
F.E.C. I.D. No. C00283184

Dear Mr. Litchfield:

I am writing this letter as a follow-up to our telephone
conversation of this morning. As I understand it, the FEC is
presently considering the parameters of an opinion to be issued to
the Indian-American *Leadership Investment Fund (IALIF). This
opinion concerns the appropriate course of action to be taken by
the IALIF regarding possible improprieties associated with funds
contributed to the IALIF.

The IALIF has requested guidance from the FEC as to the
appropriate course of action that the IALIF should take. Apparently
one alternative that is under consideration is to advise the ZALIF
to exercise its best efforts to determine for itself the propiety
of the contributions.

As I indicated in our earlier conversatiom, thi eelo,
in conjuncti6n with the Federal Oureau of Inve tAtioa, is
conducting a criminal investigation into the circumstasces
surrounding the raising of funds that were contribated to the
IALIF. The circumstances of this investigation are know to the
IALIF which has cooperated fully. There are, hinvr, Possible
problems with the prospect of the IALIF contacting ind Vidal Who
are witnesses in the on-going criminal investigation. Under the
circumstances, any IALIF investigation could eariomsly
upon, and adversely affect, the integrity of tb a
investigation. I might add, as well, that most of the tglhet V
are now represented by counsel and the likelihood of any of them
responding to a private inquiry from the IALIF is miniml.



% 
I recoqnize that the IALIF is attempting to comply with

the appropriate regulations and guidelines of the FEC, and it 
is

for that reason that the IALIF has requested guidance from the FEC.

Because of the considerations outlined above, it is hereby

requested that the advisory opinion recognize the best efforts on

the part of the IALIF is served by cooperating with the formal

investigation and permitting that investigation to proceed to its

conclusion unimpeded. If the FEC is of the view that the IALIF must

conduct its own inquiry, I make the alternate request that the FEC

permit the IALIF to defer conducting that inquiry until after the

conclusion of the formal criminal investigation and the resolution
of any criminal charges that may result from that investigation.

Obviously, if you have any questions or concerns
regarding these issues, you should feel free to contact me. In the
meantime, thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Very truly yours,

Lynne A. Battaglia
United States Attorney

By: )J'C?
Jge W. Evans
Assnt United States Attorney

cc: Marjorie Emmons
Commission Secretary
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F IDItRAL ELECTION COMMISSION
%'%l (, H )N 1)( 20}464

July 28, 1995

CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

ADVISORY OPINION 1995-19

Subodh Chandra, Treasurer
Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund

3939 Rio Grande Blvd. #57
Albuquerque, NM 87107-3153

Dear Mr. Chandra:

This responds to your letter dated May 25, 1995,

requesting an advisory opinion on behalf of the Indian-

American Leadership Investment Fund ("the Fund") concerning

the application of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,

as amended ("the Act"), and Commission regulations to the

)disposition of contributions received by the Fund that may be

unlawful under the Act.

The Fund is a nonconnected political committee which has

been registered with the Commission since August 16, 1993.

You state that, on April 27 and 28, 1995, you met with a

reporter from the Baltimore Sun who informed you that he had

conducted an investigation oe-contributors to the Fund from

the Baltimore area. The reporter indicated that some of

these individuals "did not appear to have the financial

means" to make contributions in the amount that they gave.

The reporter also suggested that some of these contributors

had been improperly reimbursed for making contributions. You

state that the *specificity and seriousness of the reporter's
allegations" led you to notify the Commission by facsimile
transmission, sent on April 28, that there may have been

violations of the Act. The Commission's Office of General

Counsel informed you that your letter will be treated as a

sua sponte submission, subject to investigation by the
C-mmission.

An article by the reporter containing these alle ations

appeared in the May 3 issue of the Baltimore Sun. This

article referred to the fact that $34tK900 in F-tributions

from the Baltimore area were received by the Fund in one day.

It contains specific assertions by some contributors

identified in the Fund's reports that they were reimbursed
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for their donations. The article also contains specific
information as to the conduct of the alleged original
contributor and other circumstances surrounding some of the
donations.

All of the contributions to the Fund from contributors
in Mary land were transmitted to you by a Baltimore attorney.
You assert that, when the contributions were received, you,
as treasurer, examined them for evidence of illegality and
found that the contributions did not present a question of
their legality. The contributions were thus deposited in the
Fund's account and drawn upon. You state that, as yet, you
"have no information verifying the illegality of any of these
contributions" other than what was ultimately reported in the
Baltimore Sun. You note that the Federal Bureau of
InvestigatTii has asked you for information and documents,
which you have provided.

in view of Commission regulations addressing refunds by
a political committee of unlawful contributions, you propose
two alternative courses of action for the Fund. Under your
first proposal, the Fund would mail letters to Maryland
contributors describing the proper criteria for
contributions, including the invalidity of reimbursed
contributions. The letter would also request a signed
statement "confirming the legality of contributions made."
The second proposal provides that the Fund would obtain the
telephone numbers of all the Maryland contributors, contact
those contributors by phone, and request their oral
confirmation of the legality of the contributions. You, as

treasurer, would memorialize these conversations in a written
memorandum.

You ask whether either or both of the proposed courses
of action are required or permitted by Commission
regulations. You also ask whether it is "advisable" for the

Fund to undertake either course of action. Finally, you ask
if there are any additional courses of action that would be

N required, permitteds or advisable.

A contribution by a person who is reimbursed in advance
or aftervard by another person or entity is unlawful under
the Act because it is a "contribution in the name of
another." 2 U.S.C. S441f; 11 CFR llO.4(b)(l)(i). it is also
unlawful for a committee to knowingly accept such a
contribution. 2 U.S.C. 5441f; 11 CFR llO.4(b)(l)(iv).
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Commission regulations prescribe the obligations of a

committee treasurer upon receipt of a contribution that

appears unlawful or presents genuine questions of illegality

when received, or upon discovery of the contribution's
unlawful nature at a later date.

Contributions that, when received, present genuine

questions as to whether they were made by corporations, labor

organizations, foreign nationals, or Federal contractors may
be either deposited into a campaign depository or returned to

the contributor within ten days of the receipt. if such a

contribution is deposited, the treasurer must make his or her

best efforts to determine the legality of the contribution.
The treasurer must make at least one written or oral request

for evidence of the legality. Such evidence includes, but is

not limited to, a written statement from the contributor
explaining why the contribution is legal, or a written

statement by the treasurer memorializing an oral
communication from the contributor to that effect. If the

contribution cannot be determined to be legal, the treasurer

must refund it to the contributor within thirty days of its

receipt. 11 CFR 103.3(b)(1).

If the treasurer determined at the time the contribution

was received and deposited that it did not appear to be from

an unlawful source or 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 contribution must be refunded to the

contributor within thirty days of the discovery of the

illegality. If the committee does not have sufficient funds

to refund the contribution at the time the illegality is

discovered, it must make the refund from the next funds it

receives. 11 CFR 103.3(b)(2).

In several opinions, the Commission has reviewed

situations involving the requirement to subsequently refund

contributions made in the names of others. See Advisory

opinions 1991-39, 1989-5, and 1984-52. in Advisory Opinions
1989-5 and 1984-52. the Commission addressed circumstances in

which the corporation that actually contributed the funds at

issue or its corporate employees (or both) had pled guilty to

criminal charges related to the making of the contributions.
As stated in Advisory opinion 1991-39, those two opinions,
however, did not limit to guilty pleas the circumstances in
which a refund obligation can be said to arise.

Advisory Opinion 1991-39 presented a situation in which

a political committee received a letter from the Department

:~, ~
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of Justice indicating that contributions, reported by the

committee as received from several persons, had actually been

made by one individual who had been indicted by a Federal

grand jury. Upon receipt of the DOJ letter, the committee

had determined that there was a basis for the appearance of

illegality and "segregated" the funds by depositing an amount

sufficient to cover the questioned contributions so that the

amount would be available if and'when the Commission

determined that a committee disbursement was warranted. 
The

indicted individual asserted his innocence.

Noting that the Federal evidentiary test for a grand

jury indictment was whether there was probable cause 
to

believe the accused had committed the crime, the Commission

determined that the DOJ letter and the indictment "provided

sufficient basis to question the lawfulness" of the

contributions under 11 CFR 103.3(b). The Commission

concluded that, because the committee could not, under the

circumstances, determine the identity of the original

contributor, the funds should be disbursed at that time for a

lawful purpose unrelated to any Federal campaign, committee,

or candidate; to the Federal government, a state or local

governmental entity, or a charitable organization qualified

under 26 U.S.C. 5170(c).

The Commission notes the logical and appropriate

application of standards set out in 11 CFR 103.3(b)(1) to

situations arising under 11 CFR 103.3(b)(2) where the issue

of illegality arises sometime after the receipt of a

contribution. Such a situation calls for the taking of

ameliorative action where there is a sufficient basis to

question the lawfulness of a contribution. in this regard,

the Commission does not need to consider whether, by itself,

a newspaper article containing general allegations 
as to

contributions in the name of another would provide a

sufficient basis to question the lawfulness of a

contribution. However, you note the "specificity" of the

allegations presented to you in meetings with the reporter.

In addition, the may 3 article contains specific information

briefly described above as to some of the contributions. The

Commission concludes that these circumstances present 
a

sufficient basis for you to question the legality of at least

some of the contributions at issue. You must, therefore.

take steps that would constitute best efforts to determine
the legality of those contributions.

Based on information you may have received from the

reporter, there may be some contributions (from the Haryland

contributors) that may not present a genuine question o
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legality to you at this time. Nevertheless, the Commission

advises exercising best efforts at determining the legality

of those contributions as well. In instances where the

Commission has investigated and determined that there 
is

culpability on the part of the recipient committee, the

Commission often views the expeditious refund or disgorgement

of unlawful contributions as a mitigating factor in

determining an appropriate civil penalty.

Either one of your proposed courses of action would

comply with Oe best efforts requirements set out in 11 CFR

103.3(b)(1) . The amounts of those contributions for which

the identified donors do not provide confirmation of legality

should be disbursed for any of the lawful purposes listed in

Advisory opinion 1991-39, and not for a purpose related to

any of the Fund's activities. Disbursements should be made

in this way because the individual alleged to have reimbursed

the contributors denies having done so. See Advisory Opinion

1991-39. The disbursements should be made, from committee

funds on hand, within thirty days of this opinion. If the

- Fund does not have sufficient monies on hand to make the

disbursements, it should make the disbursements from the next

funds it receives. 11 CFR 103.3(b)(2).

The Fund may have credible information as to a specific

contribution indicating that it was made in the name of

another, notwithstanding any explanation and assertion of

legality by the contributor that might be offered if the

committee had made inquiry. In this situation, the Fund

-' should disgorge the contribution amount as described above

within thirty days of your 1,ceipt of this opinion, or from

the next funds it receives.-

This response constitutes an advisory opinion concerning

1/ The Commission assumes that, in connection with your

N lecond proposal, i.e., the written memorialization of
contributions with the Maryland contributors, the Fund will

describe to the contributors the proper criteria for

contributions, as provided for in the first proposal.

2/ The Commission notes that the United States Attorney 
for

The Northern District of Maryland has submitted comments 
with

respect to your request. This advisory opinion does not

require you to contact any contributors contrary to 
the

express advice of the U.S. Attorney. However, if upon the

request of the U.S. Attorney, you decide not to contact

contributors, you may not use the amounts of their

questionable contributions for any committee expenses, 
and

such amounts must be disgorged as described above. if the

Fuand does not have sufficient monies on hand, it must make

the disgorgement from the next funds it receives.
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application of the Act, or regulations prescribed by the

Commission, to the specific transaction or activity set forth

in your request. See 2 U.S.C. S437f.

incerely,

Dn~fL. McDonald

Chairman

Enclosures (AOs 1991-39, 1989-5, and 1984-52)
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Pilot Program for Electronic
Filing Gets Underway

The FEC has Invited a number of
PACs. party committees and
candidate comrmttees to participate
in a voluntary pilot program to
develop an electronic filing system
for campaign disclosure reports.
Ulumatelv. committees would be
able to submit reports .ia computer.
either on disk or through telecom-
mumcazions technology Pilot
program invitees were chosen for
their proxirmty to the FEC and to
include committees of various types
and sizes with disclosure reports of
varying complexity.

In letters dispatched recently to
the Democratic National Comrmt-
tee. the Republican National Com-
rmttee, 24 members of the House
and Senate. and selected political
action committees, FEC Chairman
Danny L. McDonald wrote:

"[We] want to acquire some
practical. real world knowledge of
what [electronic filing) means to the
political committees who file with
us.*" He asked the comuttees, "to
advise us about their current report
preparation and records maintenance
practices."

(continued on page 2)

Combined Federal and State
Disclosure Directory 1995
Now Available on Disk

The Combined Federal and State
Disclosure Directoy 1995 is now
available on a 3 5" disk for only $5.
This electronic %ersion of the
Directorn ma, be purchased for use
with both IBM and Macintosh
%ersions of the follo%,ing word pro-
cessing software Microsoft Word,
WordPerfect and Microsoft Wnte.

The Director% lists the federal
and state offices responsible for
disclosing and dispensing informa-
tion on a variety of election-related
topics. as well as lobbying and
corporate registration Information.
See page 6 of the May 1995 Record
for a more detailed description of
the Director.

Disk packages of the Directory
may be purchased at the FEC's
Public Records Office. They may
also be ordered by telephone (800/
424-9530, extension 3. or 202/219-
4140) or by mail (Public Disclosure
Division, Federal Election Commis-
sion, 999 E Street, NW. Washing-
ton, DC, 20463)

A one-page, descriptive and
instructive flyer on the Directory
disk package is available through
the automated Flashfax system. To
receive it via fax. just dial 202/501-
3413 and request document 308.



fund by donating funds and mer-
chandise, such as raffle prizes.
Similarly, the individual members
of NAR's state and local affiliates
may be solicited for, and donate
funds and merchandise to. their
associations for the purpose of
defraying RPAC's solicitation
expenses.

NAR's state and local affiliates
plan to conduct fundraising social
events for RPAC that involve the
sale raffle or auction of items
solicited and donated by individual
members. The proceeds collected
from these fundraisers should be
compared with the value of the
prizes contributed under the one-
third rule at 11 CFR I 14.5(b)(2).
That rule states that a reasonable
practice to follow is for the PAC to
reimburse the membership associa-
tion for the costs which exceed one-
third of the money contributed.

Any reimbursement owed by the
PAC per the one-third rule should
be given to the association sponsor-
ing the event, which may then
decide how to distribute the rem-
bursed amount among the donors.
See AO 1982-36.

NSince the reimbursement under
the one-thir rule is to be made to
the membership organization, the
amount of the reimbursement may
be ascertained by aggregating the
value of the items. This includes the
value of all prizes and entertainment
provided for the event by the
asociatioand the individual
donors. In calculating the value of
these items, the membership orgam-
zation may omit solicitation costs

2 .' costs for food, drinks and the*
use of facilities. See AOs 1980-50

and 1979-72.
Date Issued: July 28, 1995;

Length: 13 pages.*

AO 1995.19
Discovering Illegal

i Contributions in aCanmnitee's Tte@
Mr. Subodh Chandra. treasurer of

the Indian-American Leadership
Investment Fund (the Fund) must
undertake best efforts to confirm the
legality of contributions he now
suspects were made in the name of
another; he deposited these contri-
butions because they appeared
lawful at the time of receipt. To
confirm a suspect contribution's
legalit-y. Mr Chandra may request
wntten or oral confurmation from
each contributor. He must keep a
written memorandum on a confir-
mation made orally. Contributions
that remain questionable must be
disgorged. as described below.

This advisory opinion does not
require the Fund to take any action
contra to any advice it receives
from the U.S. Department of Justice
(DOJ). However, should the Fund
choose not to contact contributors
based on DO] advice, it may not use
the questionable contributions for
any of its expenses; these monies
must be disgorged as described below.

Background
Mr. Chandra first learned of the

suspect contributions in a meeting
with a Baltimore Sun reor who
alleged that certain of the Fund's
contributors in Maryland made
sizable contributions although they
"did not appear to have the fuancial
means" to make them. The repre's
subsequent article contained asser-
tions by some of the individuals that
they had been reimbursed for their
contributions. All of the contribu-
tions from Maryland were tratimined
to the Fund by a Baltimore attorney.

I Handling Suspect Cootrlbudons
The specificity of the reporter's

allegations, as manifested in the
article and his meeting with Mr.
Chandra. raise genuine questions as
to the legality of certain contribu-
tions. The Fund is therefore obligated
to take some form of ameliorative
action with respect to these genu-
inely questionable contributions.
The Fund's proposal to seek confir-
mation from its contributors com-
plies with the requirements at
I I CFR 10 3.3(bX 1).

In his advisory opinion request,
Mr. Chandra asked the Commission
to offer further guidance. Accord-
ingly. the Comnussion suggests that
under the circunsances Mr. Chandra
consider seeking confirmations for
all contributions received from
Maryland.

In instances where the Comrmis-
sion has investigated and deter-
uned that there is culpability on the

part of the recipient committee. the
Commission often views the expedi-
tious refund or disgorgement of
unlawful contributions as a mitigat-
ing factor in determining an appro-
priate civil penalty.

Contributions made illegally are
normally returned to the contributor,
but in this case the individual
suspected of reimbursing others'
contributions denies having done so.
Therefore. contributions that are not
confirmed to be legal must, within
30 days of this opinion, be disbursed
for any lawful purpose unelaed to
a federal campaign. A p
payees are federal, state and loal
governen entites and qualifled
charitble organations described in
26 U.S.C. I170(c). See AO 1991-
39. II CFR 103.3(b)(2).

Furthermore. the Fund may have
credible infomati indicatin 4
despite any contributor explanation
and assertion of legality that might
be offered, that a certain coribu-
tion was made in the name of
another. In this situation, the Fud

(cwuamian .pq 6)



Advsoy Opinions
(continved from page 5)

should disgorge the amount of the
contribution as described above.

Date Issued: July 28. 1995;
Length: 6 pages. +

AO 1995.21
Campaign's Use of Funds
Awarded in Law Suit

The Larson for U.S. Senate
Committee (the committee) may use
the $1,500 it was awarded in a
campaign-related law suit to pay
attorney's fees in that case. On the
next FEC report due, the committee
must disclose the court award under
the "other receipts" category of the
Detailed Summary Page and itermze
it on Schedule A.

A North Dakota court awarded
the committee the $1,500 in a lay,
suit the committee had filed against
the local Sheriff s office for dam-
ages arising from the seizure of the
committee's campaign videotapes

" from local television stations.

Applicability of the Contribution
Limits

The Federal Election Campaign
Act (the Act) defines a contribution
as money or anything of value given
for the purpose of influencing an
election for federal office. 2 U.S.C.
"§43 1(8XA). Certain funds received
by a political committee are not
considered contributions and thus do
not count against the contribution
limits. For example, interest earned

-on a committee's bank account
balance is not considered a contuibu-
tic--mor is a vendor rebate or
refund, if made in the ordinary
course of business. See Advisory
Opinions 1994-10, 1986-1 and 1981-
6. Similarly, the $1,500 legal award
is not considered a contribution and
may therefore be accepted in full by
the committee since the contribution
limits ae not applicable.

Sylng Legal Fees wl' -Courtwarded Monies
FEC regulations state that the

Commission will consider on a
case-by-case basis whether the use
of campaign funds to pay legal
expenses violates the personal use
ban. I I CFR 113. (g)( I XiiXA). The
personal use ban forbids: "any use
of funds in a campaign account of a
present or former candidate to fulfill
a commitment, obligation or ex-
pense of any person that would exist
Irrespective of the candidate's
campaign or duties as a Federal
officeholder." I I CFR 113.1(g).

The law suit in this case arose
from circumstances that are clearly
attributable to the campaign. The
committee may therefore pay the
attorney's fees with its campaign
funds, including the $1,500 award
money.

The committee should disclose
payments for the legal costs as
operating expenditures.

The Commfussion expresses no
opinion on the tax ramifications of
the proposed transaction; that issue
falls outside the FEC's jurisdiction.

Date Issued. July 28. 1995;
Length 4 pages .

AO 1995.23
Paying Legal Expenses with
Campaign Funds

Congressman Christopher Shays
may use campaign funds to pay for
legal costs arising out of a law suit
brought against him by one of his
opponents for office in 1994; he
is accused of having removed
plaintiff's campaign signs. The
personal use ban does not bar
Congressman Shays from using
campaign funds for this purpose.

The regulations banning personal
use of campaign funds forbid: "any
use of funds in a campaign account
of a present or former candidate to
fulfill a commitment, obligation or
expense of any person doa would
exist irrespective of the candidate's
campaign or duties as a Federal

oholder." II CFR 113.1 (g).'
FE regulations further state that
the Commission will consider on a
case-by-case basis whether the use
of campaign funds for legal ex-
penses constitutes personal use.
II CFR 113.1(gXIXiiXA).

In this case, Congressman Shay's
legal expenses arise directly from
his campaign activity and his
position as a candidate. They are
therefore clearly attributable to the
campaign and may be paid with
campaign funds.

In its FEC reports, the committee
should disclose these legal costs as
operating expenditures.

The Commission expresses no
opinion on the tax ramifications of
the proposed transaction; that issue
falls outside the FEC's jurisdiction.

Date Issued: July 20. 1995;
Length: 4 pages. +

Advisory Opinion Requests
Advisory opinion requests

(AORs) are available for review and
comment in the Public Records
Office

AOR 1995-26
Use of campaign funds to pay dues
of club whose facilities are used for
campaign fundraisers (Senator
Frank Murkowski; July 19, 1995; 1
page)

AOR 1995.27
Solicitation of restricted class of
business trist members of rade
auociation (Naional A of
Real Fstae Investme Truft
August .1 995; 5 pages plus 4-1ge
attachment) +

'T7e reT aatioeui becameffectiw April
5. 1995. Thy are wot in Ae 1995
edsho. of FEC relisulat bw ekefae
ruts are aw~aLk as repribm qfa
Fedral Resiner noce (60 FR 784
Febn.ary 9. 1995 Call dt e t
order a copy. or use Fkshax (202 .01-
3413) to order docuanuew 1228.

0(
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United State Afornq
Dirvict of Maryland
Northern Division
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June 14, 1995

M. Albert Figinski, Esquire
Stuart R. Berger, Esquire
Weinberg and Green
100 South Charles Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Re: Vinay K. Wahi

Dear Mr. Figinski and Mr. Berger:

This is to confirm that the United States Attorney's
Office for the District of Maryland has agreed that any information
or testimony that Vinay K. Wahi gives concerning nominee political
contributions made through or solicited by Lalit Gadhia, will not
be used against Vinay K. Wahi, directly or indirectly, in any
criminal proceeding that may be brought in this District, provided
that any Such information or testimony that Vinay K. Wahi gives is
completely truthful.

There are no other agreements, promises, undertakings or

understandings between Vinay K. Wahi and this office.

Very truly yours,

Lynne A. Battaglia
United States Attrny

By:
Je L, Arans

aig United States Attorney
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United States Attorney
District of Maryland
Northern Division
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June 14, 1995

M. Albert Figinski, Esquire
Stuart R. Berger, Esquire
Weinberg and Green
100 South Charles Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Re: Satish Bahl

Dear Mr. Figinski and Mr. Berger:

This is to confirm that the United States Attorney's
Office for the District of Maryland has agreed that any information
or testimony that Satish Bahl gives concerning nominee political
contributions made through or solicited by Lalit Gadhia, vill not
be used against Satish Bahl, directly or indirectly, in any
criminal proceeding that may be brought in this District, provided
that any-such information or testimony that Satish Bahl gives is
completely truthful.

There are no other agreements, promises, undertakings or

understandings between Satish Bahl and this office.

Very truly yours,

Lynne A. Battaglia
United States Attorney

BY:

United- States AttorneY
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U.S. Department of Justke

9United States Attorney
District of Maryland
Northern Division

LyiwA. Bantagha 6625 Uuowd SMO. CONVOMu (410) 962-4822
United States Attoney 101 W *LAb.r4d&po

BaLhnmwI A 21201.2692 (410) 962.2458 Ex 395

Joseph L Evans FAX (410) 96.-31.'4
Auusstaat Untcd States Anonrvy

February 12, 1997

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

Re: Indian American Leadership Investment Fund
Subodh Chandra, Treasurer
MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

I am writing this letter to you regarding the Federal Election
Commission's (FEC) Reason To Believe (ORTBO) finding that the
Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund (IALIF) and its
treasurer, Subodh Chandra, Esquire, are in violation of 2 U.S.C. SS
441e and 441f.

As you know, this Office prosecuted Lalit H. Gadhia, a
Baltimore, Maryland attorney for causing false statements to be
made to the FEC in the context of the 1994 federal election cycle.
Reduced to its most fundamnl terms, the evie oMaied in the

N criminal investigation and presented at Mr. Gedhia's guilty plea,
established that Mr. Gadhia injected money received fr 4 In ian
embassy official into the American electoral p t g a
series of nominee. The nominees were procured by Mr. Gaia or by
friends of his. Once the nominee contributions were obtained, the
checks from those nosiness were, in part, contributed to the IALI?
for ultimate disbursement to federal candidates. Neither Mr.
Chandra, nor any person associated with the IALIF, knew that the
donations procured by Mr. Gadhia were from n or that the
original source of the funds was the Indian emsy. Indeed, Mr.
Chandra supplied corzepnece between the I F and Mr. eia in
which Mr. Chandra insisted upon more o~lete bi a Il
information pertaining to certain of the contr tors base of
the need to disclose such information accurately to the MC.

Immediately upon the IALIF's discovery of the psility that
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illegal contributions were funneled through the IALIF, the IALIF
reported the matter to the FEC. In a similar vein, the IALIF and
Mr. Chandra cooperated completely and forthrightly with the
criminal investigation. It is beyond question that the very serious
criminal conduct committed by Mr. Gadhia could not have been as
successfully prosecuted as it was without the complete and candid
cooperation of Mr. Chandra and the IALIF. You should understand, as
well, that Mr. Chandra was the subject of much opprobrium in the
Indian community because of his immediate decision, made without
regard for personal self-interest, to report the possibility of
illegally procured funds to the FEC and to assist this Office in
the criminal investigation. Certainly Mr. Chandra could have been
far more self-protective; he could have been coy or grudging in the
supplying of information and documents; and he could have attempted
to hedge his position so as to comply with the law while still
shielding himself, the IALIF, or Mr. Gadhia. Without question, the
openness and forthrightness with which Mr. Chandra dealt with the
unfortunate situation was done with measurable personal loss for
himself.

The IALIF, generally, and Mr. Chandra, in particular, trusted
Mr. Gadhia who traded on that trust in order to achieve his own
objectives. Mr. Gadhia was something of a mentor to Mr. Chandra,
and it is clear to those of us involved in the criminal
investigation that Mr. Gadhia cynically manipulated the IALIF in
order to achieve ends that he knew neither the IALIF nor Mr.
Chandra would tolerate. As a result, the IALIF, Mr. Chandra, and
the other officials of the IALIF are most appropriately viewed as
victims of Mr. Gadhia's actions.

I do not purport to understand the intricacies of the FEC
process. It is, I suppose, understandable at a technical or
theoretical level, for some kind of strict liability finding to be
entered against the IALIF as an entity. However, before such a
finding -- whether the finding is against the IALIF, or Mr.
Chandra, or both -- is lodged in the public record, the equities of
such action should be assessed in the overall context. The IALIF,
for example, was a very small PAC, which, on its own, made only
nominal, and largely symbolic, contributions. For that reason, it
is difficult, as a practical matter, to separate the IALIF as a
formal entity, from Mr. Chandra as the most visible member of that

entity. Accordingly, this is a far different situation from that in
which a named officer of a sophisticated and moneyed entity accepts
responsibility for illegal conduct within that organization where
the public knows that that individual is simply designated to do
so. In the present situation, the scale of activity of the IALIF is
so small that the potential stigma to Mr. Chandra, even in the
context of a strict liability finding against the IALIF, is such
that it is more reasonable to make no such finding.

Finally, considerations of fairness ought to inform any action
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taken by the FEC. In that regard, it is difficult to imagine
circumstances more compelling than those present here. In this
situation, the PAC and Mr. Chandra made every effort to comply with
the law, and upon discovery of possible wrongdoing, they cooperated
extensively with all official inquiries. For the FEC to take
punitive action -- no matter how lenient the FEC may itself view
that action -- may well convey an unintended message to other PACs
which find themselves in a position to report wrongdoing possibly
attributable to them. More importantly, such action simply does not
seem to comport with common sense notions of essential justice.

I bring these matters to your attention in the spirit of
cooperation between federal agencies both of whose missions are to
insure that the public is protected from unethical and unscrupulous
campaign practices. I trust that you will forward this letter to
Chairman McGarry and the other commissioners, and obviously, it is
my desire that the FEC consider this letter in reaching any
decisions regarding the IALIF and Mr. Chandra. of course, if
Chairman McGarry or any of the other commissioners would like
additional information, I would be happy to provide it.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,

Lynne A. Battaglia
United States Attorney

By:/
Jose h . Evans
A~ssi stant United States Attorney

vcc: Subodh Chandra, Esquire
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

September 5, 1997
Subodh Chandra, Esq.
Thompson Hine & Flory
3900 Key Center
127 Public Square
Cleveland, OH 44114

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Chandra:

In response to your letter dated July 1, 1997, the campaigns of Gary Ackerman,
Robert Andrews, Howard Berman, Sherrod Bro i, Eric Fingerhut, Thomas Foley, Lee
Hamilton, Peter Mathews, Kweisi Mfume. Paul Sarbanes, and Richard Swett have made
disgorgements to the U.S. Treasury.

If you have any further questions regarding this information, please feel to contact
me at (202) 219-3690.

Erik Morrison
Staff Member
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION MS-K
WASHINCTO%. DC 20461

Se 22 WT
Subodh Chandra, Treasurer
Indian-American Leadership
Investment Fund
2902 Corydon Road
Cleveland Heights, OH 44118

Identification Number: C00283184

Reference: Termination Report (1/1/97-6/30/97)

Dear Treasurer:

Your committee's filing has been accepted as a valid termination because it meets
the conditions set forth in 2 U.S.C. §433(d) and 11 CFR §102.3. Your committee is no
longer required to file reports on a periodic basis. However, 2 U.S.C. §432(d) and 11
CFR §§ 102.9(c) and 104.14(b)(3) require that you maintain your records and copies of
reports for inspection for at least three (3) years. In addition, you may be required to
respond to Commission requests for information regarding your committee's federal
election activity and previously filed reports.

If your committee again becomes active in federal elections, it will be required to
re-register with the Commission in accordance with the Federal Election Campaign Act
and applicable Regulations. Your committee will be treated as a new raity by the
Commission and should register as a new committee on FEC FORM 1, pmun to 2
U.S.C. §432(g) and 433(a).

Political committees and separate segregated funds which oe attained
multicandidate committee status and subsequently terminated will, upon re-registration,
again be required to meet the criteria set forth in 2 U.S.C. §441a(aX4).



If you have any questions concerning your status and requirements, please contact
the Reports Analysis Division on the toll-free number, (800) 424-9530. My local number
is (202) 219-3580.

Sincerely,___Do
Andrew J. Dodson
Senior Reports Analyst

219 Reports Analysis Division
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November 7, 1997

Dominique Dillenseger, Esq.
Federal Election Commission
Washington. DC 20463

Re: MURA452

)ear Ms. Dillenseger:

I am writing to confirm your statements to me regarding access to the transcript of my
client's deposition. You stated that the Federal Elections Commission has a written rule
prohibiting a respondent from obtaining a copy of the transcript of his own deposition until after
the probable cause briefs of the General Counsel's Office and the Respondent have been filed
with the Commission. You also stated that there is legal precedent supporting this policy.

Please let me know if this incorrect. Please also send me something in writing
confirming that this is the rule of the Commission -- preferably a copy of the actual rule as it has
been promulgated.

I would also like to know the rules regarding access to transcripts of other witnesses
deposed by the Commission in the course of its investigation. Further, I would like to know if
the Commission reviews the transcripts when determining whether to find probable caus, or
simply relies on the briefs.

Thank you for your assistance.

Very truly yours,

Lauren E. Willis

cc: Lalit Gadhia

'CIL



November 7, 1997

Mr Eric Morrison
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street NW
Washington, D C. 20463

RE: MlUR4582

Dear Mr Morrison.

I am writing this letter pursuant to our telephone conversation of last week

As you requested, this letter is a follow-up to letters dated September 22, 1997 and
February 5, 1997 These letters in sum, stated that we are I not in a financial position to
make payment on the remaining balance of $750 00, and 2 would make payment within six
months

As of November 7, 1997, we are not in a financial position that would allow us to make
payment. As I stated on the telephone, we have scheduled a number of fud-raising events
in December in order to raise monies to make this payment.

3

Those fund-raising events are scheduled for D 7, 11, 13, and 16. We Iily
anticipate to make payment on tis matter foilowing the coMo oft WON

Please call me if you ha any quadon or need any addiioou i6 r - i M y W md is
216-561-7663.

Sincerely,

Political Director

F r i (',I I ds 0 f 4



2902 Corydon Rd.
Cleveland Heights, 0H 44118-3514
(216) 397-3760

December 10. 1997

John Warren McGarr,. Chairman
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street. N.W.
Washington. D.C. 20461

Re Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund and Enclosed Correction
Page to Letter of October 28, 1997

Dear Chairman McGarr\:

I sent you a letter on October 28, 1997 requesting reconsideration, information, and
certain specific remedies regarding the Federal Election Commission's (the
"Commission"'s) handling of MUR 4582, involving the Indian-American Leadership
Investment Fund and the illegal fundraising activities of Lalit H. Gadhia. As yet. I have
received no reply.

On page 10 of that letter, there %ere a couple of minor typographical errors in the dates
of letters cited. Dates for attached letters that obviously should have been cited as
"1995- were erroneously indicated as " 1997." 1 am enclosing a corrected page 10---two-
hole punched at the top for \our convenience.

You may simply substitute this page 10 into the October 28, 1997 letter, and discard the
previous one.

I apologize for any inconvenience. In any event, these corrections should not alter the
substantive import of our urgent request, or the ability of the Commission to promptly
and favorably respond.

I look forward to hearing from you as soon as possible. Please feel free to call me if you
have any questions.

Very truly yours,

Subodh Chandra

Enclosure

cc: vlminique Dillenseger, Esq.
Meena A. Morey, Esq.
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John Warren McGarry
October 28. 1997
Page 1 P) (re%'. [)ec. 1997)

E. The Fund And I Notified The Commission Of Problems 'With Gadhia-Generated
Contributions.

That same dav. still in Washington. 1 telephoned the 'ommissi1,1 and spoke with N. Bradley
-Brad" litchfield in the Office of General Counsel. I infomed him of the ',tuation. and he told me
to follow up with a letter. By the close of business that da. ([rida>. April 28. 1995). 1 sent by
facsimile a letter to the Commission intbrming it of the general allegatns. The letter made clear
that we had not known of an% alleged improprieties. and pledged full etfirt to remedy the situation.
Letter from Subodh Chandra to Lois Lerner. Chief Enforcement Officer. Federal Election
Commission of Apr. 28. 1995 (the Fund and Mr. Chandra w'ould take "'%%hate,.er steps necessary to
resolve the Federal Election Commission's concerns in a satisfactorn manner.") (copy attached as
Exhibit 5).

The following week. from Albuquerque. I called the Commission again for further guidance.
In particular. I asked what the Fund should be doing to remedy a situation .,here contributions were
not reasonably suspect at the time of receipt. but were later discovered to be questionable. Mr.
Litchfield informed me that the Commission had received my letter, but that any investigative
process w'ould take time because of the Commission's tremendous caseload. He explained that my
various questions would best be presented to the Commission by va% of a w'ritten request for an
advisory opinion.

Finallyk-and critically-Mr. Litchfield assured me that the Fund and I would be notified as
soon as a Commission attorney was assigned to investigate the case.' fe indicated that that might
take some time, as the Commission is understaffed and its attorneys have tremendous caseloads.

Per Mr. Litchfield's suggestion. I sent on May 25. 1995 a letter to the Commission requesting
an advisory opinion as to what specific action if any the Fund was required, permitted, or advised
to take to address the allegations raised by Mr. Haner's investigation. (Copy attached as Exhibit 6.)

F. The Commission Failed To Inform Us That It Was Undertaking An Investigation And
Failed To Give Us An Opportunity To Present Facts.

Shortly after my conversation with Mr. Litchfield, and while I was preparing my request for
an advisory opinion, I received a general acknowledgment from the Commission of my April 28,
1995 letter notifying it of possible problems. Letter from Mary L. Taksar, Attorney, Central
Enforcement Docket, to Subodh Chandra of May 10, 1995 (copy attached as Exhibit 7). Attached

' Having heard nothing from the Commission, I made a follow-up telephone call to the
Commission a few weeks later and spoke with a female staff member, whose name I do not
recall. That staff member repeated that an investigation had not yet formally been opened, but
confirmed Mr. Litchfield's promise. This staff member may have been Mary L. Taksar, but I am
not certain.



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION FED E.,' A.

In the Matter of Ju ,. 313 Pt '98

Dr. S.V. Ramamurthy
Vinay Wahi
Satish Bahl ) MUR 4582 S NSITIVE

)
)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

This report includes recommendations that the Commission accept conciliation

agreements with MUR 4582 respondents Dr. S.V. Ramamurthy, Vinay Wahi, and Satish Bahl.

II. PREPRABLE CAUSE CONCILIATION IN MUR 44"

On September 9, 1997, the Commission rejected the request from Dr. S.V. Rammurthy,

Vinay Wahi, and Satish Bahl to take no further action and offered to enter into couciliatiou pior

to a finding of probable cause to believe with these n t



A. Dr. SV. Rlmnamurthy

Accordinbly, hi Ofte



recommends that the Commission accept the attached, signed conciliation agreement with

Dr. S.V. Ramamurthy and close the file as to this respondent. Attachment 2.

B. Vinay Wahi and Satish Bahl

In response to the Commission's offer of conciliation, counsel agreed to interviews of

Vinay Wahi and Satish Bahl which were conducted on November 7, 1997. At these interviews,

the respondents provided information about their relationship with Gadhia and the circumstances

surrounding their involvement in this matter. The respondents, who are part-owners of the Akbar

restaurant, stated that they have known Lalit Gadhia since 1984 when he served as their attorney

for the purchase of the Akbar restaurant and that Gadhia has been the attorney for the business

since that time. Wahi said that Gadhia gave him several installments of cash in fresh $100 bills

and requested that he provide checks made out to the Indian fund and to various candidate

committees. Wahi personally solicited checks from several employees at Akbar and also

provided some of the money to Bahl who solicited other Akbar employees. Wahi stated that at

various junctures he asked Gadhia if the contributions were legal and that Gadhia assured him

that they were, in fact, legal. Wahi explained that he relied on Gadhia's position as an attorney

and Gadhia's status in the community to influence his judgment Bah, who otly imacad with

Wahi and had no direc contact with Cadhia, stated ta be askd Wahi if ds aivity v 1"

and that Wahi relayed Gadhia's assurances that it was. In correspondence with this Office,

respondents have also maintained that they acted at the direction of Gadhia who was their lea

advisor. Attachment 3.

Though the fact pattern reflects that respndents, both of whom am experiened

bsinessmen and, in the case of Bahl also an accountant, participated in a scheme in which they



accepted several large installments of cash in $100 bills and then solicited most of their

employees to make reimbursed contributions, respondents nevertheless contend that their

activities were not knowing and willful because they relied on their attorney Gadhia's assertions

that the contributions were legal.

Accordingly, this Offi commend th6 t A do mui

accep the altched, signed conciliation imets with Vinay Wahi, (At ae 4). m Sd

D~I (At~tachmnt 5), and close the file as to these reondnt
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C. Reaining Repnndents in MUR 4592

A General Counsel's Brief was sent to Lalit Gadhia on October 16, 1997, and a reply

brief was received on November 6, 1997. The Commission had also issued a subpoena for bank

records of Sachinder Gupta. These records were received on December 15, 1997, and are being

reviewed. After completing its review of these records, this Office will make recommendations

as to Gupta and Gadhia and address any remaining issues in a subsequent report.
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Accept the attached conciliation agreement with Dr. S.V. Ramamnthy and close
the file as to this respondent

2. Accept the attached conciliation agremeat with Vinay Wahi uid close the file
to this 1eqnd It

3. Accept the ttached conciliation agreement with Satish Ba md cloke the file as
to thise pondet

4. Approve the apprpriate letters.

2 AL
1a

Gen Cotmed
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Attachments

I. Correspondence from Counsel for Dr. S.V. Ramamurthy.
2. Proposed Conciliation Agreement with Dr. S.V. Ramamurthy.
3. Correspondence from Counsel for Vinay Wahi and Satish Bahl.
4. Proposed Conciliation Agreement with Vinay Wahi.
5. Proposed Conciliation Agreement with Satish Bahl.

Staff Assigned: Dominique Dillenseger
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Dr. S.V. Ramamurthy;
Vinay Wahi;
Satish Bahl

MUR 4582)
)
)

CERTIFICATION

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

Commission, do hereby certify that on February 3, 1998, the

Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take the following

actions in MUR 4582

1. Accept the conciliation agreement with
Dr. S.V. Ramamurthy and close the file as to
this respondent, as recommended in the
General Counsel's Report dated January 27,
1998.

2. Accept the conciliation agreement with Vinay
Wahi and close the file as to this
respondent, as recommended in the General
Counsel's Report dated January 27, 1998.

3. Accept the conciliation agreemnt with Satish
Bahl and close the file as to this
respondent, as recommended in the General
Counsel's Report dated January 27, 1998.

(continued)



Federal Election Commission Page 2
Certification for MUR 4582
February 3, 1998

4. Approve the appropriate letters, as
recommended in the General Counsel's Report
dated January 27, 1998.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McDonald, McGarry, and

Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

A2.c~ Us~
Date Xarjorie W. Emmons

Secr ary of the Comission

Received in the Secretariat: Tues., Jan. 27, 1998 3:13 p.m.
Circulated to the Commission: Wed., Jan. 28, 1998 11:00 a.m.
Deadline for vote: Mon., Feb. 02, 1998 4:00 p.m.

1rd



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D C 20463

FEZ;~

Stuart I. Berger, Esquire
Weinberg & Green LLC
100 South Charles Street
Baltimore, MD 21201-2773

RE: MUR 4582
Satish Bahl

Dear Mr. Berger:

On February 3, 1998, the Federal Election Commission accepted the sig Nwiiation
)1 a et and civil penalty submitted on your client's behalf in settlement of a violation of

2 U.S.C. § 441f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, a amended ("the
Act*). Accordingly, the file has been closed in this matter as it pertains to Satish Bahl.

D This matter will become public within 30 days after it has been closed with respect to all
other respondents involved. Information derived in connection with any coniliatioattempt will
not become public without the written consent of the respondent and the Coauuia so
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX4)(B). The enclosed conciliation agreement, however, will become a pat of
the public record

You we advised that the confidentiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. I 437s(aXl2XA) still
apply with respect to all respoadents still involved in this matter. The C is o will noify
you when the entire file ha been closed.

A
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Enclosed you will find a copy of the fully executed conciliation aeMent for your files.
Please note that the initial payment of the civil penalty is due within 30 days of the
apeementfs effective date. If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dillenseger
Attorney

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement
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BEFOREx TH .,DERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )Q7 2 , i' '7
) oMUR 4582

Satish Bahi )
)

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter was initiated by the Federal Election Commission ("Commission"), puruant

to information asczrtained in the normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.

The Comission found reason to believe that Satish Bahl (the "Respondent") knowingly and

willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and the Rspondent, having participat in

infomal methods of conciliation, prior to a finding of probable cause to believc, do hereby agree

as follows:

I. The Commission has juris&ction over the Respondent and the subject matter of this

proceedin. and this agreement has the ef of an agreement entered pursuant to 2 U.S.C.

§ 437g(aX4XAXi).

II. Respondent has had a reasoble rmity to demonst that no cton ould be

Uken in this mtr.

. s vokmtiy o thbo s r with th u U

IV. ThM perinet ficts in this muatr we a (lows:

1. Rh P -mondet Satish Bah, is an individual contibutao.

2. 2 U.S.C. f,4lf probibitr (1) mki acoatibution in theninmc

(2 bownly peitti om's to be ued to off= sch a c am jrm ; (3)

u sucha cb-Inion. In addti, no pmo may kolily help or mist s'V " in h'

umking a ontribution in the iaw of anoth. 2 U.S.C. 9 441f. 1 C.F.R. I I 10.4(bXIMjI., .....

7



EC-43-1997 82:14

IqW 2

3. In the 1993-94 election cycle, LWlit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-Amcrican Lcadership Investment Fund ("IALIF') or directly to a

federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be reirnbur Satish

Bahl is part-owner of the Akbar Restaurant in Baltimore, and Mr. Gadhia was the attorney for the

Akbar Restaurant, as well as a regular customer of the restaurant. Mr. Gadhia had asked Vinay

Wahi, partner to Mr. Bali in the Akbar Restaurant, to solicit reimbursed contributions.

4. 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. Respondent stated that

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

S. The IALIF report covering the period 10/1/94 through 11/894 disdoses that

Respondent made a S 1,000 contribution which was received on October 3 1, 1994. ondent

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

6. Further, Respondent aided Mr. Gadhia by soliciting additional reimbursed

contr'butions. Respondent assisted in acqui an additional $3,500 in reimbumd o t

to IALIF, mostly from employees of Akbar. The disclosure repot of the IALIF ife Ur

contributions. R's admissions were confirmed by statements of a number of

Sdlvlduals whom he solicied.

V. 1. Rapandmt violatd 2 U.S.C. I 441fby peritin his nn to be di

oe contribution in the name of aother totaling S1,000.00.

2. Rsondet violated 2 U.S.C. J441 by asisting othe in makin ---- -a

donsus of aoe taling $3,500.00.

P.WIS
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VI. Respondent will pay a civil penalty to the Federal Election Commission in the

amount of three thousand two hundred and fifty dollars (S3.250.00), pursuant to 2 U.S.C.

§ 437g(a)(5XA), such penalty to be paid as follows:

1. One initial payment of $1,084 due thirty (30) days after the date on which the

Conciliation Agreement is fully executed;

2. Thereafter, beginning thirty (30) days after the date of the initial payment, two

consecutive monthly installment payments of S1,083 each;

3. Each such installment shall be paid thirty (30) after the previous payment;

4. In the event that any installment payment is not received by the Commission by the

fifth day after the date in which it becomes due, the Commission may, at its discon, accelerate

the remaining payments and cause the entire amount to become due upon ten days written notice

to the respondent. Failure by the Commission to accelerate the payments with regard to any

overdue installment shall not be construed as a waiver of its right to do so with regard to future

overdue installments.

VU. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a complaint under 2 U.S.C.

§ 437g(a)(1) concerning the matters at issue herein or on its own motion, may review comli

with this areememt If the Commiion believes that this agement or any -- '-h - .of

has been violmed, it may itmitte a civil action for relief in the United Stst. Diatn Cow hr

the District of Columbia.

VIII. This a t shall become effective as of the date that all parties haro hsv,

executed same and the Commission has pproved the entire o.eent.

IX. This Conciliation Agreement constitutes the entire agresesnt i tm 

f matters raised herein, and no other statement, promise, or agrement, either writtn or oral

V0? *4:16

P. 82/03I DC-63-19T? 02: 24 OGC
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nade by dtdfr pey or by a gm of ftie pWy, do is not conokued in *As writtaiage--mn

shall be enforceable.

FOR THE COMMISSION:

LUimWuc M. Noble
Geeea Counsel

FOR THE RESPONDENT:

(Nun)
(position)

5.~rSii C Daft

wAIP2

. MC-413-1997 02: 14
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. DC 20463

Stuart R. Berger,, Esquiz
Weinberg & Green LLC
100 South Charles Street
Baltimore, MD 21201-2773

RE: MUR 4582
Vinay Wahi

Dear Mr. Bere

On February 3,1998, the Federal Election Commission accepted the sgned conciliation
agreement and civil penalty submitted on your client's behalf in setlemet of a violation of
2 U.S.C. § 441 f, a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as anmded ("the
Act"). Accordingly, the file has been closed in this matter as it pertains to Vinay Wahi.

This matter will become public within 30 days after it has been closed with respect to al
other respondent involved. information derived in connection with my oniliaioaempt will
not become public without the written consent of the rpondent and the Commision
2 U.S.C. I 437g(aX4)B). nn enclosed conciiation agreemen, howeve, will become a pt of
the publircor

-) You ae advised tha the confidetiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. J 437g(aXI2XA) still
apply with respect to all reiondens sill involved in this matter. The Commion will noy
you when the ema file has been dosed.
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Enclosd you will find a co of the fully exectd conciliation aement for you film.
Pcm We that the ini l pymt of the civil pealty is due within 30 day of t o

s effec date. If you how my quewion pleme conted me at (202) 219.3690.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dilleneger

Attorney

Enclosue
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BEFORE TE FEDERAL ELECIMON COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 4582

Vinay WaWi
)

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter was initiated by the Federal Election Commission ("Commision), Pursntm

to information ascertained in the normal course of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities.

The Commission found reason to believe that Vinay Wahi ("Respondent") knowugly and

willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 44lf.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and the Respondent, having pticipat Cd in

informal methods of conciliation, prior to a finding of probable came to believe, do hereby agrec

as follows:

I. The Commi~sion has jurisdiction over the Respondent and the subject matter of ths

proceeding, and this agreement has the effect of an agreement entered pirsu to

2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX4XAXi).

I. Respondent haa bed a reasonable opportity to deuonae that no etkm dkld be

taken in this mantt.

III. Respodent enters vohmtily into this apau with the c-P -

IV. The petinet facts in this aunere a follows:

1. The Respondent, Vinay Wahi, is an individual coutnbumr.

2. 2 U.S.C. § 44If pohibits: (1) making a comntributioa in the - ofI

I 'V 15S12

P.V7/18
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(2) knowingly permitting one name to be used to effect such a contribution; and (3) knowingly

accepting such a contribution. In addition, under the Commission's regulations, no person may

knowingly help or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another.

I I C.F.R. § 110.4 (bX IXiii).

3. In the 1993-94 election cycle, Lalit Oadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute money to the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund C'IALIF") or directly to a

federal candidate committee. He promised that the contributions would be reimbursed.

Respondent is part-owner of the Akbar Restaurant in Baltimore, and Mr. Gadhia was the attorney

for the Akbar restaurant, as well as a regulr customer of the restatuant. In or around October of

1994, Mr. Gahia, Respondent's attorney for several years, requested that Respod wite

sevral checks, for which Respondent would be reimbursed. Mr. Gadhia said he would

reimburse the Respondent or anyone else with cash as long as they would provide a $1,000 dollar

4. Disclosure documents reveal that Respondent made five contributions totaling

$4,500: Ben Cod for Congress ($500 on 1 1f1/94); Citizes for Sarbane ($1,000 an

10/2.894); the IALIF ($1,000 on 10/31/94); Robb for the Senate ($1,000 on I II/4); and

Murtha for CAntres ($1,000 on 11/23/94). Respontcnt admits that Mr. ON a ft-ldbsm

forth ouanutifim. The afomatiom ommiu be hve all disgord dw UMnSW

contribution to the U.S. Treasury.

5. Further, R epoet asisted Mr. Qadhia by soliciting an addifid $5,50 in

s timburs d caaributions fom several individuals. Respondent, aided by Satiak lbi silw

p~m-owuwr of Akbar R esainr aistd in acquiring an additional S5,50 ($7S00 Ito LAU

#? 15*13

P~AWN100C
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and $1,000 to Citizens for Senator Wofford) in reimbursed contributions, mostly from employees

of Akbar. Disclosure documents of the IALIF and Citizens for Senator Wofford reflect these

contributions and Respondent admits to having soliciting these funds. Respondent's admissions

were confirmed by statements of the individuals whom Respondent and Mr. Bahl solicited.

V. 1. Respondent violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by permitting his name to be used to make

five contributions in the name of another totaling $4,500.

2. Respondent violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by assisting others in making contributions

in the name of another totaling $8,500.

VI. Respondent will pay a civil penalty to the Federal Election Commission in the

amount of eight thousand seven hundred and fty dollars ($8,750.00), pursuant to 2 U.S.C.

§ 437g(aX5)(B), such penalty to be paid as follows.

I. One initial payment of $2,918 due thirty (30) days after the date on which the

Conciliation Agreement is fully executed;

2. Thereafta, beginning thirty (30) days after the date of the initial payment, two

consecutive monthly *nstlment payments of $2,916.00 ewh;

3. Each such installment shall be paid thirty (30) after the previous payme;

4. In the event tha any iiutmll paymn is not mived by tlw C aii b the

fit day afme the daf in which it dam, the Commision many, de id diematlon, cdun

the ma g payments and case the entire amount to become due upon ten days written notice

to the espondent. Failure by the Commission to aceele:a t payme s wit regad to my

overdue italment shall not be con u d as a waiver of its right to do m witb isr d to faiw

Ov ue u Mh ts.

3-17 14:17

1 1 DC-63-1997 82: 25
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VII. The Commission, on request of anyons filing a complaint under 2 U.S.C.

§ 437g(aXl) concerning the matters at issue herein or on its own motion, may review compliance

with this agreement. If the Commission believes that this agreemcnt or any requirnen themf

has been violated, it may institute a civil action for relief in the United States District Court for

the District of Columbia.

VIII. This agreement shall become effective as of the date that all parties hereto have

executed same and the Commission has approved the entire agreement.

IX. This Conciliation Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the parties on

the manrs raised herein, and no other statement, promise, or ageement, either written oc oral,

made by either party or by agents of either party, that is not contained in this written preemnt

shall be enforceable.

"lAwrwee M. Noble &

General Counsel

FOR THE RESPONDENT:

1? C,7 /
(eo~Def)

$5'13

P. 18'1
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIWGVT.e. 0 C 203

Thomas L. Crowe, Esquire
Moasbower & Miller, LLP
10440 Little Paxtuxent Parkway
30 Corporate Center, Suite 500
Columbia, MD 21044-3561

RE: MUR 4582
Dr. S.V. Ramamurthy

Dear Mr. Crowe:

On February 3, 1998, the Federal Election Commission accepted the signed cociliaion
agreemen and civil pen submitted on your client's behalf in settlement of a violation of
2 U.S.C. § 441Et a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the
Act'). Accordingly, the file has been closed in this matter as it pertains to Dr. S.V. Ramamurthy.

This matter will become public within 30 days after it has been cloud with respect to all
other respondt involve& Inrmation derived in connection with my ocilistim I will
rot become public witbmut the written consent of the r=spodent aod the Cm i m
2 U.S.C. I 437g(aX4XB). TW elo d ageemem, however, will me a pot of

You am advised tha the confidetiality provisions of 2 U.S.C. J 437g(aXl2XA) still
.MF wi& resped t all re C Pou still involved in this matter. Tw ChinmwE mt
yom wm dc mike file b b m clkoed
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Enclosed you will find a copy of the: My executed conciliation qfoeyo fr l.
Please note thm civil penalty is due within 30 days of the cnciliation ae efecv dow
If you have any questions, please cmntat me at (202) 219-3690.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dflenseger
Attorney

Enclosur
Concliation Agreement
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BEFORE TE FEDERAL ELECLON COMMISION

In tt Matter of )
) MUR 4582

Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy )
)

CONCILIATION AGREEMEKr

This matter was initialed by the Federal Election Commission ('Commisuion"), prsunt

to information ascrtaiUned in the normal course of canying out its supervisry r.

Ti Commission found rason to believe that Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy (espondent") knowiney

and willully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and the Rqmdt, havig pariicclpnt in

informal mehods of conciliation, prior to a finding of probable cause to biev do hmeby agree

as follows:

I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent and the sub*c i matter cthis

proceedin and this agremet has the dh of an agreemnt enterd Pruuat to 2 U.S.C.

§ 437g(aX4XAXi).

IT. o - hu bad a reonable oppwOt-A-to doMtm dtat mien utaks id be

tak in this mna.

UL Rcqvondow ONr II n~ e ~ wt h u im

IV. M iPadw & ismm Mom

I. The R IFea , Dr. S. V. mmu y, I e udzvid oodbw.
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2. 2 US.C. 441f prohlbits: (1) making a contribution in the hame of anothu.

(2) knowingly permitting one's name to be used to effect such a contribution; and (3) knowingly

accepting such a contribution. In addition, under the Commision's rcguations, no Parma may

knowingly help or assist any person in making a contribution in the name of another. I I C.F.R.

S1110.4 (bX Xiii).

3. In the 1993-94 ekcfm cycle, Lalit Gadhia solicited several individuals to

contribute .ony to the Idian-American Leadership Investamt Fund ("IALIF") or dkwcy to a

fcdcral candide committee. He promised tha the contributions would be reimbursed. In or

around Octoe of 1994, Mr. Gadhia, Respondent's attorney of several years' sanding,

requed Responde writ several cb ks, for which Respndt would be reimbaied, to

fedea poliucal commite.

4. Disclosune dctnrs reveal tha Respondent made four contributions atling

$4,000 to: Robb for Senate (SI,000 on 1/1/94); Citi2ens for Sabanes (S1,000 on 10/23/94);

Citi for Seasior Wofford ($1,000 on 11/4/94); and, the LALIF ($1,000 on 10/31/94).

Respondet a dmiu Mr. dirmbuued him for dese onibutions. The ai1f

hamm lave all i rged the idewifed contributidow to to U.S. Trasswy.

S. Fuh, Rmpo---A inisted Ir. Gdhia by soli w a addoal $3,000 ftom

severa indival in m~zud cotrllbutaon to th IALI?. Didi doecums ~

MALLF APm r b W and lnadmit s to having wmo lod 6m Ao&

Rac 's a'isuin wn Confirmed bys a = ts of the indiduals whom ho lici

HMP-21-1"7 06:13
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6. -eonde as ben My a with ale D u of Jude d with

the Federal Election Commission in cowection with the invuesiaons undw their j wis dim

Respde made himelf available for an cteauive intervew with the CAomisin wd

provided relvant information regrding this matte.

V. 1. Responded violated 2 US.C. § 441f by pemitting his nae to be usd to mae

four contributions in the name of another totaling $4,000.

2. Rmspondent violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by assisting others in mag

contributions in the name of others totaling $3,000.

V. Respondent wili pay a civil penaly m the Federal Eiaetion ami in d

amount of three thousand fte hundred dollars (3,500.00), pumnlt to 2 U.&C I 437aX5)(B).

VII. The Commission, on request of anyooe filing a complaint oier

2 U.S.C. § 437g(aXl) concerning the man= at issue brein at on its own motoe, may revie

complianmc with this agreemet If the Commission be ievs dt ibis aemi a my

-, txm thcof has been violated, it may instime a civil aw6n for rdidin ft Uai Son

Dstict Court for the Disict of Cohiu*&

VIII. Tis aemeo shall ffct = of the d all d m b fto Iw

execuled same ad the Commninon happ odo he atke i

DL Raoed boa o hav a - ti 30 ds bm b dm-

affetiw ho mply with mm * -- tionpi414 lbs iupdau ok M

notify theCmisi.
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X. This concimto A emnt titts the Pas apeenmmz betwes d. puku an

the matters raised rein, and no other statement jomisc, or precmut, eigm Wrtt or oral,

made by either put or by agpm of eith pary, tha Is not cnmid in fts wfim amm t

shall be enforceble.

FOR THE COMMI8SION) '

Lawroe M. Noble
Geneal Cornel

FOR THE RESPONDENT:

(~plljs V Ramnrthy

Thomas L. Crowe
Attorney for Respondent

l/9

DaW

Date
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 3, 1998

By Facsimile and U.S. Mail

Steve Ferris, Treasurer
Friends of Congressman Fingerhut
1340 Depot Street, Suite 102
Rocky River, OH 44116

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Ferris:

During our telephone conversation on March 3, 1998, 1 reminded you that despiterepeated promises to do so, and the fact that over a year has elapsed since the
Commission asked the the Friends of Congressman Fingerhut Committee to disgorge, thecommittee has yet to pay the $750 remaining balance on its S1,000 disgorgement You
responded that a check would be cut and sent out imm ialy. Pursuant to your
representations, I informed the Commission that the Committee would make full
payment. When I did not receive a check, I made several telephone calls to your office
and left messages with your assistant.

On March 18, 19 9 8, we received a S250 check, instead of a S750 chec fiew
Michael S. Mayor. In a telephone coversation with Mr. Mayor, he stated to it wa hsunderstanding, based on a coUnvesation with you, d there was n pmise o d fi
balance would be paid. Mr. Mayor stowed that he would check wt you md c41 go W
on Monday, March 30,1998. To d Adr. aye.m, WMd m L

As we have informed you peviously, this is a digrgement of an illegal

contribution, not merely a settlement of a debt. Accordingly, the Commiio ium byou to disgorge the full amount of the a lmnce of th illegal cW.
to the Committee, $500, to the United States Treasmy, care of the Federal Elstdm
Commission by close of business on Friday, April 13, 1998. If we do not hew fa you
by that date, we will notify the Commission. If you have any qustiom, pum "a
to contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION-

In the Matter of )

)
Lalit Gadhia )
Sachinder Gupta ) MUR 4582

)
)
)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

This report includes recommendations as to the two remaining respondents in MUR

4582, Lalit Gadhia and Sachinder Gupta, addresses remaining issues, and recommends that the

Commission close the file.

I!. RESPONDENTS

A. Schinder Gunta

On September 9. 1997, the Commission rejected the request from Sachinder Gupta to

vacate the reason to believe finding that he knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f by

permitting his name to be used to make $10,000 worth of contributions to various candidate

committees. The Commission also approved written discovery to Gupta to Wdu y all of his

bank accounts and a subpoem for bank reords of Gupta from the bank = e do

contribution checks were drawn (Maryland National Bank now NationsBank).

The findings aainst Gupta were based on the fact that each of Gupts -osribtim wm

listed in Gadhia's record of contributions that was sent to Embassy of India. Both Gunta and

Gadhia have d that a declined Gadhia's offer of reirbuiimu and ta Gupta

was not reimbursed for any of his contributions.
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In investigating this matter, this Office obtained copies of bank records of Gupta covering

the period during which the contributions were made. The records were obtained through

informal requests and written discovery to Gupta. from the U.S. Attorney's Office, and from the

subpoena to NationsBank. The records included bank statements, copies 0t deposit slips and

deposited items. checkbook registers, and checks.' The last records from NationsBank were

received on February 9, 1998. In reviewing these records, this Office sought, among other

things. to determine whether the money for Gupta's contributions came from other than Gupta's

personal funds and whether any of the transactions, particularly those of $5,000 or more,

involved Gadhia. the Embassy of India. or other respondents in this matter.

The information obtained from the bank records is inconclusive as to whether the

contributions were reimbursed but does reflect that Gupta had the financial means to make these

contributions and none of the transactions reviewed by this Office appear to involve Gadhia or

any other respondents in this matter. In light of the above, this Office recommends that the

Commission take no further action as to Sachinder Gupta.

B. LaIi Gadhia

On September 9, 1997, the Commission rejected the request from Lalit Gadhia to va~ie

the reason to believe finding that he knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. fl 441e md 441f

A General Counsel's Brief ("GC Brief') was sent to Gadhia on October 16, 1997, and Gadhia's

reply brief was received on November 6, 1997. Attachment I. The factual and legal anmlysis Ma

forth in the GC Brief is incorporated as if fully set forth herein.

The financial records pertaining to Sachinder Gupta are available for review in OGC
DockeL
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In the reply brief, counsel for Gadhia requests that the Commission reject the General

Counsel's recommendations to tind probable cause and that the Commission close this matter. In

support of this request, counsel makes similar arguments as in previous submissions to this

Office, namely that there is no factual and legal basis that Gadhia violated Sections 441 e and

441 f, and that the Commission's pursuit of this matter2 "is barred by the time limitations in

FECA, the contractually binding plea agreement Mr. Gadhia entered into with the United States

Government, and principles of double jeopardy." 3 id.

Counsel argues that Gadhia did not violate 2 U.S.C. § 441e because: there is no evidence

that the money came from a foreign source; Gadhia did not solicit, accept, or receive a foreign

"contribution" because the money was not a contribution until it was given to the committees:

and Gadhia did not know that it was illegal to give foreign money to candidates. Id. at 9-12.

Despite the fact that Gadhia received $60,000 in fresh $100 bills from Minister Davendra

Singh, an official with the Indian Embassy, counsel argues there is no evidence the money came

from a foreign source. Counsel further argues that Gadhia concluded that the money came from

wealthy Indian-Americans who had already met their contribution limits because the money was

2 Also, in a letter dated September 30,1997, counsel argu that the Cmmii's "fulw

pursuit of this matter is in violation of the law" and states iant to file a motion for tamey
fees and costs against the Commission. Attacmient 2.

3 Counsel also contends that Gadhia was improperly denied a copy of his deposition
tzanscript, that OGC failed to address "much of the evidence and analysis" they sbmi tWd, and
states that Gadhia "has no confidence that the relevant portions of the trmascript will be plc
before the Commissioners when they make their probable cause detemiaion." A a Ma 1.
Counsel made similar allegations in a letter dated November 7,1997. Anach -t 3. CAmou
had made several requests for a copy of Gadhia's dpion trucdpt afr the dp-itio dm
during Gadhia's review of the transcript. Counsel was informed t the C misIon doms
permit respondents to have copies of their deposition transcripts prior to the time the b&icf law
gone out in a matter and that they could request a copy after that time. Counsl did not ask far a"
copy of the uanscript until after they had submitted their reply brief.
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in American dollars and was delivered twice rather than in a lump sum (suggesting that if it came

from the Government he would have gotten the money in one drop off rather than two) and

because, Minister Singh told him it was not from the government of India. Gadhia, however, has

never claimed that Minister Singh or anyone else told him that the money came from Indian-

Americans and has not provided any evidence to support this hypothesis. In addition, Gadhia

testified that he asked Minister Singh only once whether this was government of India of money

and did not ask further questions when Minister Singh responded in the negative. In short,

except for the alleged denial by Minister Singh that the money was not from the Indian

government, Gadhia has not provided any evidence to show that the money furnished him by an

official from the Indian Embassy did not come from a foreign source.4

The argument that Gadhia did not solicit, accept, or receive a "contribution" from

Minister Singh is incorrect. The Act defines "contribution" as anything made by any person for

the purpose of influencing a federal election. 2 U.S.C. § 431(8XA). Gadhia testified that

Minister Singh indicated that he wanted Gadhia "to channel it [the money] to appropriate

candidates in the federal election, the upcoming 694 federal election." In addition, Section 44le

states that it is unlawful for =X p to solicit, accept, or receive money from a foreign

national. The term is not limited to committees.

Gadhia also argues that he did not know that there was a prohibition on foreign national

contributions. As explained at length in the GC Brief, Gadhia's professional background as an

4 Gadhia also argues that he only had the "usual type of sporadic contact" with the

Embassy. This is inconsistent with his testimony that he was routinely invited to social eves at
the Indian ambassador's residence, had direct dealings with the ambassador, and that he was
viewed and treated by the Embassy as a spokesperson for the Indian-Ameri community.
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attorney and fundraiser and the manner in which he carried out this scheme clearly establish that

the violations were knowing and willful.

Similarly. Gadhia argues that he did not violate Section 441 f because he did not know

that contributions in the name of another were illegal under federal law and "thought he was

using a legal loophole that permitted him to help Indian-Americans who had donated up to the

limits." Id. at 12. Though Gadhia himself told some of the respondents that the reimbursed

contributions were a legal loophole, as set out in the GC Brief. the evidence shows that these

violations were knowing and willful. Moreover. Gadhia pled guilty and was convicted for

causing a false statement to be made to the Commission in connection with committee reports

which were filed by the IALIF and political committees listing funds contributed in the name of

another.

Gadhia testified that he did not use the full $60,000 provided by Davendra Singh and that

he returned $15,000-$16,000 which, he claims, reflects declined reimbursements from several

individuals including Aruna and Sudhir Trivedi and Sachinder Gupta. Though Gadhia's report

to Singh reflected over $60,000 in contributions and Gadhia has provided no concrete evidence

that the money was returned, the investigation has not resolved the issue. As exphie in the

discussion regarding Gupta, supra, and earlier discusssregarding Ana and SOd& Thir i

(See GC Report, dated August 22, 1997, pages 30-32), these respondents maintain tha they were

not reimbursed and the evidence shows that they had the financial means to make thes

contributions. Moreover, the information obtained from the Trivedis and Gupta's fiamnal

records does not reveal any transactions involving Gadhia or other respondts ner is them ta

evidence they were reimbursed.
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Gadhia's procedural arguments as to why this action should be barred were fully

discussed in the GC Brief and need not be readdressed here.

In light of the above, this Office recommends that the Commission find probable cause to

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

same time, however, this Office recommends that the Commission take no further action and

issue a letter of admonishment to Lalit Gadhia. The basis for this recommendation is threefold.

First, this is a 1994 cycle case. Second, Gadhia has already been criminally prosecuted.

convicted, and incarcerated for these actions, and might well prove to have no assets. Finally,

the probable cause report and findings against Gadhia will clarify the record, signal the serious

nature of these violations, and provide the previously unexposed details of this criminal scheme.5

11. REMAINING ISSUES IN MUR 4582

A. The Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund: Subodh Chandr.
Treasurer

The Commission found reason to believe that the Indian-American e p

Investment Fund, and Subodh Chandra, as treasurer ("IALIF") violated 2 U.S.C. § 41e and

441 f but took no further action and close the matter as to these respondents. The basis for the

findings was that IALIF was chargeable with knowledge of its agent's, Gadhia, iliqal ou

The Commission, however, did not pursue the PAC and its treasurer becme of Cna's

prompt reporting of the violations in a sua sponte submission and his formal request for advice

and cooperation with the DOJ investigation.

S There is also no benefit to keeping this matter open as it does not aPw do Wia l v

provide us with additional information about the role of the Indian Embassy in the
reimbursement scheme.
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In telephone conversations with this Office, Chandra had disputed the Commission's

findings, arguing, among other things, that Gadhia was not an agent of IALIF. The issues raised

by IALIF were discussed in the GC Report dated August 22, 1997, pages 28-30. By letter dated

October 28. 1997, Chandra formally requested that the Commission withdraw its reason to

believe findings, correct the factual and legal analysis or "reopens its files as it pertain to the

Fund and provide a public hearing." Attachment 4. In the letter, Chandra again disputes the

finding that Gadhia was an agent of IALIF. arguing that he was at most an "independent

contractor." or if an agent, acting outside the scope of his agency. Id. ('handra also alleges

various "'procedural failures and factual errors and omissions" stemming from the Commission's

alleged failure to follow procedures for complaint-generated matters.

A political committee is an artificial entity, and therefore, it must necessarily act through

individuals and agents. A principal who grants an agent express or implied authority is

responsible for the agent's acts within the scope of his or her employment. See Weeks v. United

States, 245 U.S. 618, 623 (1918); see also Rouse Woodstock, Inc. v. Surety Federal Savings &

Loan Ass 'n, 630 F. Supp. 1004, 1010-11 (N.D. 111. 1986) (principal who places agent in position

of authority normally must accept agent's abuse of that authority). When an agent ts within

the scope of his authority, a principal cannot escape responsibility on the gronds t e hkd

knowledge of the agent's actions, or that the agent's actions were unauthorized, tortiotu, or emn

unlawful. 3 Am. Jur. 2d Agency § 280 at 783.6 As stated in the GC Report and in the Factual

and Legal Analysis, the basis for the Commission's determination that Gadhia acted on behaif of

the IALIF was that Chandra, in authorizing Gadhia to raise money on behalf of 1ALF and

6 The Commission has in the past held members of the regulated community lial for the
acts of their agents. See MURs 2602 and 3585.
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allowing Gadhia to select the campaigns to which the funds would go, essentially turned over the

PAC to Gadhia to further the PAC's interest. Though Chandra disagrees that IALIF and Gadhia

had similar interests, neither Gadhia nor Chandra dispute Gadhia's fundraising role. Under

settled principles of agency law, Gadhia's activities in raising funds for the IALIF were within

the scope of his authority as agent for IALIF. Accordingly, there is a solid basis to hold IALIF

and Chandra, as treasurer. responsible under the circumstances. At the same time, however, the

Commission took into account reasons argued by Chandra in determining not to impute knowing

and willful against IALIF and in taking no further action as to these respondents.

Chandra also argues that the Commission did not follow procedures for complaint-

generated matters i.e.. that he was not notified of the "complaint", was not informed that he and

IALIF were respondents. and was not provided an opportunity for input before the Commission

made its finding. This misconception on the part of Chandra that this was a "complaint" resulted

from the fact that Chandra was inadvertently sent a "Description of Preliminary Procedures For

Processing Complaints" with the letter acknowledging receipt of his sua sponte submission

advising the Commission of possible violations in this matter.

A reason to believe finding is not vacated nor is a matter reopened absent evideac of a

ubsntive or procedma error. No such evidence has been presented here. A-a Wdy. s

Office recommnds that the Commission deny IALIF's request to withdraw the reas to belie

findings or reopen the matter. 7

In the notcation to IALIF, this Office will address IALIF's concerns d o
agency issue and also attempt to correct IALIF's impression that this was a complaint-geomerd
mater, explaining that confusion may have occurred because of instructions which were
i ay sent with the acknowledgment Wieer.
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B. Recipient Commitees

In the First General Counsel's Report dated November 5, 1996, this Office informed the

Commission that 19 federal political committees had received contributions reimbursed through

Gadhia and that 7 committees had voluntarily disgorged to the United States Treasury. The

Commission iitstructed the 12 remaining committees to disgorge the illegal contributions. In the

General Counsel's Report dated August 22, 1997. this Office informed the Commission that all

the recipient committees that were issued disgorgement letters had responded and that all but two

had fully disgorged to the U.S. Treasury (several of the committees had refunded contributions

directly to the IALIF and the IALIF in turn had disgorged these contributions to the U.S.

Treasury). Of the two remaining recipient committees that had made partial disgorgement.

Mathews for Congress has now fully disgorged, (Attachment 5). and Friends of Eric Fingerhut

has informed this Office that a check for the remaining balance of $750 will be sent shortly.

In light of the above disposition of the remaining respondents and issues in MUR 4582,

this Office recommends that the Commission close the entire file.
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!!1. RECOMMENDAIORS

1. Find probable cause to believe that Lalit Gadhia knowingly and willfully violated
2 U.S.C. §§ 441 e and 441 f but take no further action.

2. Take no further action as to Sachinder Gupta.

3. Reject the request from the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund and
Subodh Chandra, as treasurer, to withdraw the reason to believe findings or to reopen the matter.

4. Close the entire file in MUR 4582.

5. Approve the appropriate letters.

Date

Attachments
1. Reply Brief from Lalit Gadhia.
2. Letter from Lauren Willis, dated
3. Letter from Lauren Willis, dated
4. Letters from Subodh Chandra.
5. Disgorgement check.

awel M. Ns e
, General Counsel

September 30, 1997
November 7, 1997.

Staff Assigned: Dominique Dillenseger



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Lalit Gadhia;
Sachinder Gupta

)
) UR 4582
)
)

AMENDED CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on March 20,

1998, the Commission decided by a vote of 4-0 to take

the following actions in MUR 4582:

1. Find probable cause to believe that
Lalit Gadhia knowingly and willfully
violated 2 U.S.C. SS 441e and 441f,
but take no further action.

2. Take no further action as to Sachinder
Gupta.

3. Reject the request from the Indian-
American Leadership Investment Fund
and Subodh Chandra, as treasurer, to
withdraw the reason to believe findlins
or to reopen the matter.

4. Close the entire file in MUR 4582.

(continued)



Federal Election Commission
Certification for MUR 4582
March 20, 1998

Page 2

5. Approve the appropriate letters, as
recommended in the General Counsel's
March 16, 1998 report.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, McGarry, and Thomas

voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner

McDonald did not cast a vote.

Attest:

Al - - f
Date

A AJAIm - 0-

Pfarjorie W.- Emmons
edretary of the Comission



I FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
0 Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Subodh Chandra, Esquire
2902 Corydon Rd.
Cleveland Heights, OH 44118-3514

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Chandra:

On November 12, 1996, the Federal Election Commission ("Commission") found reason
to believe that the Indian-American Leadership Investment Fund and you, as treasurer ("IALIF")
violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441e and 44If but took no further action and closed the matter as to the
IALIF. The basis for the findings was that the IALIF was responsible for the illegal actions of its
agent, Lalit Gadhia.

You subsequently requested that the Commission withdraw the reason to believe findings
or reopen the investigation on the basis that the Commission failed to follow notification
procedures for complaint-genated matters and that Mr. Gadhia was not an agent of the IALIF.
On March 20, 1998, the Commision reviewed your letter and determined not to rt your
request to reopen this matter or to vacate the reason to believe findings.

This matter was generated based on your sua sponte letter advising Un On of
possible violations of the Fedeal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as unm kisi to IALIF.AM 4WW lettn am vliul abmied by any person or eit um ,

a o Such le mmemd =A a butgo
by the Commission in the nrmal cors of carrying out its spervieouy w ,,mi-,es. The
notification procedures for complaint-generated matters at 2 U.S.C. § 4 3 7(g)(aXI) do not apply
to sua sponte submissions. It also appears that you were inadvertently snt a "Desmpution of
PreliminaryProcedures For IPocessing Complaints" with the letter acknowledg receipt of
your sua sponte submission. This may have created the impression this was a "co s in." We
regret the error.

A political commiee is an artificial entity, and therefore, it must m ily lst throughimdividuals and agents. A principal who grants an agent express or implied aubority is
responsible for the agent's acts within the scope of his or her employment. &e WeA v United
States, 245 U.S. 618, 623 (1918); see also Rouse Woodstock, Inc. v. Swy K .....



Subodh Chandra, Esquire
Page 2

Loan Ass 'n, 630 F. Supp. 1004, 1010-1 1 (N.D. III. 1986) (principal who places agent in position
of authority normally must accept agent's abuse of that authority). When an agent acts within
the scope of his authority, a principal cannot escape responsibility on the grounds that he lacked
knowledge of the agent's actions, or that the agent's actions were unauthorized, tortious, or even
unlawful. 3 Am. Jur. 2d Agency § 280 at 783. In authorizing Mr. Gadhia to raise money on
behalf of the IALIF and to select the campaigns to which the funds would go, you essentially
turned over the IALIF to Mr. Gadhia to further IALIF's interest. Though you disagree that
IALIF and Mr. Gadhia had similar interests, neither you nor Mr. Gadhia dispute Mr. Gadhia's
fundraising role. Under settled principles of agency law, Mr. Gadhia's activities in raising funds
for the IALIF and directing IALIF's contributions to federal candidates were within the scope of
his authority as agent for the IALIF. Accordingly, there was a solid basis to hold the IALIF
responsible under the circumstances. At the same time, however, the Commission took into
account your prompt reporting of the violations, your formal request for advice, and cooperation
with the Department of Justice investigation in determining not to also impute knowing and
willful intent against the IALIF and in taking no further action.

Reason to believe is only a preliminary finding and is a statutory prerequisite to an
investigation to ascertain whether there is probable cause to believe a violation has occurred.
Thus, a finding of reason to believe does not constitute a determination by the Commission that a
violation has occurred. A reason to believe finding is not vacated nor is a matter reopened absent
evidence of a substantive or procedural error. No such evidence has been presented here. In
light of its decision to take no further action and close the matter, the Commission has issued no

• 3 formal finding, binding or otherwise, that there was probable cause to believe the IALIF violated
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

This is also to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. The Commission will put your October 28,
1997, letter on the public record in this matter. If you wish to submit any additional factual or
legal materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While te file
may be placed on the public record before receiving your additional materas, amy niil
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dillenseger
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

April 21, 1998

Hemanta Kole
16 Chesthill Court
Baltimore, MD 21236

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Kole:
This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at

2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Aftonmy



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Sanjay Kumar
823 N. Charles Street
Baltimore, MD 21218

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Kumar:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominique DiOeNOge
Attorney

-~ .~.,.

w~'Ii



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20463
April 21, 1998

Ashok Kumta
9 White Wood Court
Baltimore, MD 21236

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Kumta:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at

2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the

complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time

following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be

placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

VominDq uq
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

April 21, 1998

Vikram Gowda
122 10 Cleghorne Road
Cockeysville, MD 21030

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Gowda:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confideniality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public recor please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

It. Dominique Dillmsger

Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

April 21, 1998

Sonne Gowda
12210 Cleghome Road
Cockeysville, MD 21030

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Gowda:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

)

Dominique DUsW
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

April 21, 1998

Parvani Gadhia
57 Spring Time Way
Baltimore, MD 21234

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Gadhia:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be

* placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any pernissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

) If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dillnage
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Anu Gadhia
349-3B Homeland Southway
Baltimore, MD 21212

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Gadhia:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Domninique Diliemeger
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Anita L. Gadhia
3700 N. Charles Street, NW
Apt. 310
Baltimore, MD 21218

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Gadhia:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominley Dd III

Attorney
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

April 21, 1998

Ashok Dhawan
7118 Upper Mills Circle
Baltimore, MD 21228-2415

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Dhawan:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Domilqu Dw usW
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Tanzania M. Cooper
4408 Franconia Drive, Apt. #I
Baltimore, MD 21206

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Cooper:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)( 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any pennissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominique Di i Pu
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Arn Bedi
10 Cinnamon Cr, #ID
Randallstown, MD 21133

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Bedi:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

, Dominique Diliem gm=
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Hardeep Singh
3541 Brenbrook Drive
Randallstown, MD 21133

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Singh:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

r Sincerely,

IMF-y



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

April 21, 1998

Harbhajan Singh
3541 Brenbrook Drive
Randallstown, MD 21133

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Singh:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)( 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dlmse
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Zubair M. Siddiqi
4 Philadelphia Court
Baltimore, MD 21237-4600

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Siddiqi:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominique D ei-Ipr
Attorney
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21. 1098

Rayjendra K. Sharma
A/4-6 Joppawood Court
Baltimore, MD 21236

RE- MUR 4592

Dear Mr. Sharma:

This is to advise you that this mate is now closed- The confidziali provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no kger apply and this mter is now public. In additio although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at my time
following certification of the C.mm missio's vote. If you wish to submit my fertui or legal
materials to appea on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additonal materIs, my permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receil

If you have any question, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Simerely,

,omini a lmc '
Ammn



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Anne T. Mileham
2912 N. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21218

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Mileham:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any fictuml or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dom i l
Attorne



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Preei Bahl
2 Apple Grove Ct.
Baltimore, MD 21228

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Bahl:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
subm n will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dillenep
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Ashok Sahni
33526 Carriage Hill Circle #101
Randallstown, MD 21133

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Sahni:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aXI2) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Anamey
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Sivasubramanian Baskar
3528 Lowlen Court
Ellicott City, MD 21042

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Baskar:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

4XQ f/
Dominique Dillausgm
Attorney
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Kishor S. Mehta
5 Granby Court
Darwood, MD 20855-1406

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Mehta:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dili up
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Mirdula K. Mehta
5 Granby Court
Darwood, MD 20855-1406

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Mehta:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Domimqenuq
Atton.y



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

April 21, 1998

Jay V. Mangalvedhe
6500 Loch Hill Road
Baltimore, MD 21239

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Managalvedhe:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aXI2) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

tDomiique Dillm
Attrney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

George Roy Paniker
3 101 Guilford Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21218

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Paniker:
This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at

2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
menia to ppear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible

-1bmissioas will be added to the public record upon receipt.
If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

%I
eNe

ADWuuq



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Wash on, DC 20483

Apr-il 21, 1998

Sivasubramanian Baskar
3528 Lowlen Court
Ellicott City, MD 21042

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Baskar:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed- The confidemiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, ahhough the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at my time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit my uic or legal
materials to appeme on the public record, pkme do so as soon as possible. Wile the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional terials, any pemiible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receip.

If you have any questo, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

me

Amkkk
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Janet K. Managalvedhe
6500 Loch Hill Road
Baltimore, MD 21239

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mrs. Managalvedhe:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aXl2) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be

* placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Mark B. Martin, Esq.
The Fidelity Bldg., # 1301
210 N Charles Street
Baltimore, MD 21201-4015

RE: MUR 4582
Indra Seunanne

Dear Mr. Martin:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
s sons will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Acc

Dominque Dlase
Attorney
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

David B. Irwin, Esquire
Irwin Green & Dexter, L.L.P.
Suite 520, B & 0 Building
2 North Charles Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201-3754

RE: MUR 4582
Uday Gadhia

Dear Mr. Irwin:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisis at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at my time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any fiwtual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional mmterials any pennisibl
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Dominique Dillenseger
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

April 21, 1998

Kathleen C. Stone
2236 Foxbane Square
Baltimore, MD 21209

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Stone:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dil1-1sag.
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

M. Surendra
7481 Hickory Log Circle
Columbia, MD 21045

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Surendra:
This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at

2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dillenmege
Atumy
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

April 21, 1998

Shyam Parkash
12 Eastbend Court
Baltimore, MD 21244-2301

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Parkash:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Atkry

7y



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Usha Naik
8422 Ashford Blvd.
Laurel, MD 20707

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Naik:
This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at

2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materils to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Attoney
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

William Bauer, I1, Esq.
The Shell Bldg.
Suite 105
200 E. Joppa Road
Towson, MD 21286

RE: MUR 4582
Rosemary Osborne

Dear Mr. Bauer:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominiqu Dillesmger
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

April 21, 1998

Tejpal S. Rehncy
10123 Fountaine Drive
Baltimore, MD 21234

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Rehncy:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appea on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

N If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

7' .Sincerely,

Attorey



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

T.P. Reddy
3541 Brenbrook Drive
Randallstown, MD 2133

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Reddy:
This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at

2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appea on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible

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

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominiqe iW up
Attorney
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21. 1998

Mirmala Ramamurthy
3 Hunters Court
Timonium, MD 21093

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mrs. Ramamurthy:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

DominiqueDilibp
Attorne



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Venkatachalam Ramakrishnan
4529 Turkey Farm Place
Ellicott City, MD 21043

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Ramakrishnan:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dillwi
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21. 1998

Pradeep J. Perera
1806 Bronzegate Boulevard
Silver Spring, MD 20904

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Perea:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

,Z4rz/Cc

Attorney
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

April 21. 1998

Tara C. Pathak
6 East Read Street, #301
Baltimore, MD 21202

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Mr. Pathak:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX(12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dillenseger
Attorney
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Jyoti Kumta
9 White Wood Court
Baltimore, MD 21236

RE: MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Kumta:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the

*, complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal

"" materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominiqe Di
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

April 21, 1998

Brett G. Kappel, Esq.
Powell, Goldstein, Frazer & Murphy
1001 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

RE: MUR 4582
Sudhir Trivedi

Dear Mr. Kappel:
This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at

2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

7Sincerely,

Dominique Dilleuns r
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

April 21, 1998

Brett G. Kappel, Esq.
Powell, Goldstein, Frazer & Murphy
1001 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

RE: MUR 4582

Aruna Thvedi

Dear Mr. Kappel:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX 12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the pubfic record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any permissible
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,)

Dominique Dillesgr
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington. DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Thomas L. Crowe, Esquire
Monshower & Miller, LLP
10440 Little Paxtuxent Parkway
30 Corporate Center, Suite 500
Columbia. MD 21044-3561

RE: MUR 4582
Dr. S.V. Ranamurthy

Dear Mr. Crowe:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(! 2) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as posible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materi any ml
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

We also acknowledge receipt of the civil penalty check for $3,500 alxnitbd by your
client, Dr. S. V. Ramamurthy, in -etlemen of this matter

If you have any queuio.--- p. co at me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dildne
Attorney



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Stuart R. Berger, Esquire
Weinberg & Green LLC
100 South Charles Street
Baltimore. MD 21201-2773

RE: MUR 4582
Satish Bahl

Dear Mr. Berger:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality provisions at
2 U.S.C. § 4 37 g(a)12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could occur at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materials, any Fprmissble
submissions will be added to the public record upon nmei

We also acknowledge receipt of two checks totaling $2,167 submitted by your client
Satish Bahl, representing two of the three monthly inament Payment on the $3,250.00 civil
penalty amount.

If you have any q!tion, pueae coat me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

DomiiqueDillmege
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Stuart R. Berger, Esquire
Weinberg & Green LLC
100 South Charles Street
Baltimore, MD 21201-2773

RE: MUR 4582
Vinay Wahi

) Dear Mr. Berger:

This is to advise you that this matter is now closed. The confidentiality Provisions at2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no longer apply and this matter is now public. In addition, although the
complete file must be placed on the public record within 30 days, this could ow at any time
following certification of the Commission's vote. If you wish to submit any factual or legal
materials to appear on the public record, please do so as soon as possible. While the file may be
placed on the public record before receiving your additional materia my Iammbl
submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt

We also acknowledge receipt of two checks totaling $5,835 submitted by your client
Vinay Wahi, representing two of the three monthly installmmt psyma" on the $5,750.00 civil
penalty amount.

If you have any questio-, plee cat nme at(202) 694.1650.

Sincerely,

6/

Dominiqe Dillem
Attor y
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20463

1 April 21, 1998

Gerard P. Martin, Esquire
Martin, Junghans, Snyder & Bernstein, P.A.
Redwood Tower, Suite 2000
217 East Redwood Street
Baltimore. Maryland 21202

RE: MUR 4582
Sachinder Gupta

Dear Mr. Martin:

On November 25, 1996, your client, Sachinder Gupta, was notified that the Federal
Election Commission found reason to believe that he knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 441 f. On December 9, 1996, you submitted a response to the Commission's reason to believe
findings. The Commission subsequently investigated this matter and obtained copies of financial
records from your client. After considering the circumstances of the nufler, the Commission
determined on March 20, 1998, to take no fwther action against your dier, and dond the file in
this matter.

The confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. § 437g(aX12) no k w nply mater
is now public. In addition, atbug the complete file must be placd am p uod witi
30 days, this could occur at my time AAlowing certi&Mio of ib CIf)=. Vym
wish to submit any facal or lesal malmia to aqe on *A 1 siodn i b dou soon
as possible. While the file may be placed on the public record before recdiving your additional
materials, any permissible submissions will be added to the public record upon receipt.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Dominique Dillenseger
Atoney
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20483

April 21, 1998
Lauren E. Willis, Esquire
Brown, Goldstein & Levy, LLP
300 Maryland Bar Center
520 West Fayette Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

RE: MUR 4582
Lalit Gadhia

Dear Ms. Willis:

This is to advise you that on March 20, 1998, the Federal Election Commission foundprobable cause to believe that your client, Lalit Gadhia, knowingly and wilifuly violated 2 U.S.C.§§ 441e and 441f, provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. Afterconsidering the circumstances of this matter, however, the Commission also determined to takeno further action against your client, and closed its file in this matter.

The Commission reminds your client that soliciting and reimbursing straw donors forcontributions using cash obtained from a foreign national is a violation of 2 U.S.C. f 441 f and441e. Your client should take seps to ensue that this activity does not occur in the future.
n The confidentiality provisions at 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a X 12) no longer apply and this matteris now public. In addition, although the complete file must be placed on the plAd record within30 days, ths could occur at my tim follwing certification of the o ao If youwiatosdbmitmy factu o ll m-ia.to.ppeonthe publicu i .d oasmn po..k Whie th file an be pWh an th public record before nweldv yw d i-m p nlasible wil be added to the public record upm eeipt

If you have any questions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the mtmaey assigned tois matter, at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerefy, -

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

April 21, 1998

Lynne A Battaglia
United States Attorney
6625 United States Courthouse
101 West Lombard Street
Baltimore, MD 21201-2692

RE: MUR 4582
LAlit H. Gadhia et. al.

Dear Ms Battaglia:

This is in reference to the matter involving Lalit H. Gadhia, which your office referred to
the Federal Election Commission.

On November 12, 1996, the Commission found that there was reason to believe that Lalit
Gadhia knowingly and wilifilly violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441e and 441f provisions of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. After conducting an i ino this matter,
the Commission on March 20, 1998, found that there was probable cam to believe that
Mr. Gadhia knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 441e and 441C but wider the
circumstances of this matter, determined to take no further action

The Commison also fomd reason to believe that Vmay Walk Sit Dd ad Dr. S.V.
Ramamurthy, each w sd wiaf violed 2 U.S.C. I 441fby Pm iuj- their io
be used to nuke xc i m d by asmii La Ci by soitkii af h~vidaak.-be
conduits. The Comassion ud m1 -on-aT ion with Messrs. Wai, W, ad RamaahY
Copies of these agreemeas are enlosd for your informtion.

Finally, the Commii found reason to believe that the Indian-Amc Ma Bp
Investment Fund and its treaumarer Subodh Chandra violated 2 U.S.C. if 441* md 441f, and that
numerous other individuals violated 2 U.S.C. § 441 f by either soliciting athas to be coodis
and/or by permitting their names to be used to make 6 Cuaus ,- _-r _ TIe Commismos
determined to take no funther acioa as to these r. On Muh ., X 96 the
Commission determined to cose the matter as to all repondent in MUR 45112.
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Lynne A. Battaglia, United States Attorney
Page 2

We appreciate your cooperation in helping the Commission meet its enforcementresponsibilities under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended If you have anyquestions, please contact Dominique Dillenseger, the attorney assigned to this matter, at
(202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Enclosures
-" Conciliation Agreements (Wahi, Bahl, and

14

-)

~1~f~*i

BY Lois Lre
Associate General Counsel

Ramamurthy)



ALVIN C. MoNsWwEa. JR
RKHARD L. Mw-
GERARD G. MA(;IoGA.N

MONSHOWER & MILLER, LLP
Arromms AT LAw

10440 Lir it g ArUXmr PAFwAy
30 COEOSAI CMNMt. rmu 300

Co.uM3mA. MD 21044-3561

TvL 410-7304860
FAX. 410-730-1093

March 4, 1998

I I

OF CoMsMa.
THmAs L. CRowF

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Dominique Dillenseger, Esquire
Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20634

Re: MUR 4582
Dr. S.V. Ramamurthy, Respondent
Our File No.: 1902.001

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Enclosed please find Dr. Ramamurthy's check in the amount of Three Thousand,
Five Hundred Dollars ($3,500.00) in settlemem of the above mater.

Please contact me if your have any questions.

Very tMy yours,

4dao
Thomas L. Crowe

TLC/djh
Enclosure
cc: Dr. Ramamurthy

C94e
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S.V. RAMAMURTI-Y DDS
3 HUNTERS COURT

TIMONIUM. MRYLAND 21093
NATIONSBAN

NATIONS8ANK N A
MARYLAND

7669
7-163/520

PAY MY . . - . DOLLARS,
DTO THE ORDER OF IN PAYMENT OF THE W

'kul. -L ~ 2__ _

CHECK
AMOUNT

A&3TN4f--ZD SIGNATURE

-~
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It D1 RAL LLCIION COMMISSION
AAStlM.,lM% ()( .4461lh

March 09, 1998

TWO WAY MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

OGC Docket

Rosa E. Swinton
Accounting Technician

Account Determination for Funds Received

We recently received a check from Dr. Ramamurthy, Reondent,
check number 7669, dated March 03, 1998, for the amount of, 3,500.00.
A copy of the check and any correspondence is being forwarded. Please
indicate below which a account the funds should be deposited and give the
MUR/Case number and name associated with the deposit.

Rosa E. Swinton U3
Accounting Technician

Leslie D. Brown
Disbursing Technician

OGC Docket

SUBJECT: Disposition of Funds Received

In reference to the axe check in the amount of $1the

MURLCase number is _'5 and in the name of
account.indicate this in tM
account indicated belov7:

_Budget Clearing Account (OGC), 95F3875.16

I Civil Penalties Account, 95-1099.160

Other:

Signature

I.. '( 4

TO:

FROM:

kyT L

(W(Wck
gate



WEINBERG & GREEN LLC
ATToRNEYS AT LAW

100 Soi'i CHAR I S i I I

BALTIMOR, MARYLAND 21201-2773

410/332 8600

STUART R. BFRGgR

F At 'MLli 4 1 . 2 RhO

March 4, 1998

viA FEDERAL EXPRESS

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

RE: Satish Bahl
MITR 4582

and Vinay Wahi

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

Pursuant to the terms of the fully executed Conciliation Agreement in connection
with the above-captioned matter, I am providing you with the first of three installment payments.
Accordingly. please accept the following checks:

(1) Check No. 128 from Satish Bahl in the amount of $1,084.00;

(2) Check No. 878 from Vinay K. Wahi in the amunt of $2,918.00.

payable to the
Messrs. Wahi

Per your dvction, I have imstced Mum. Wahi am Bdabl so ai cthcb
Federal Election Commission. In addition, in the memo portion of each check,
and Bahl have provided the following identification: "MUR 4582."

If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contat me.

Very truly yours,

S=rt R. Berger
171446:DS12:3oae1/0366/S1U

Enclosures
cc: Mr. Satish Bahl

Mr. Vinsy Wai-

.1 ~

FILE NUMBER
43924.1



fIDRAL ELECTION COMMISSION I.

March 09, 1998

TWO WAY MEMORANDUM

TO: OGC Docket

FROM: Rosa E. Swinton
Accounting Technician

SUBJECT: Account Determination for Funds Received

We recently received a check from VinAy K- Wah, check number 878,

dated March 04, 1998, for the amount of 2,918.00. A copy of the check and

any correspondence is being forwarded. Please indicate below which a account

the funds should be deposited and give the MUR/Case number and name

associated with the deposit.

TO: Rosa E. Swinton Leslie D. Brown

Accounting Technician Disbursing Technician

FROM: OGC Docket

SUBJECT: Disposition of Funds Received

In reference to the above check in the amount of *i4iLO.the
Mu._. "/,, and in the name of

account in icate below:

. Budget Clearing Account (OGC), 95F3875.16

Civil Penalties Account, 95-1099.160

Other:

Signature 
Date
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F t DI RAL t t ILC I ION COMMISSION
,% .SM 1 1 0N,] D ( [ ){ 1)41o%

,

March 09, 1998

TWO WAY MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

OGC Docket

Rosa E. Swinton
Accounting Technician

Account Determination for Funds Received

We recently received a check from
dated March 04, 1998, for the amount
any correspondence is being forwarded.
the funds should be deposited and give
associated with the deposit.

Satish Bahl, check number 128,
of 1,084.00. A copy of the check and
Please indicate below which a account

the MUR/Case number and name

- = = = = = =

TO: Rosa E. Swinton
Accounting Technician

Leslie D. Brown
Disbursing Technician

OGC Docket

SUBJECT: Disposition of Funds Received

In reference to the above check in the amount of $1 of.f , the
MU C se number 1 *-2- and in the name of"

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Place thisdpst nf~

account indicated below:

V'Budget Clearing Account (OGC), 95F3875.16

Civil Penalties Account, 95-1099.160

Other:

Signature

FROM:

DateI A



WEINBERG &GREEN LLC
ATTORNFYS AT LAW

100 () III CIAH IN SIKH~ I
BAT:rIMoRE, MARYLAND 21201-2773

410/332 8600

S' tj

Fit NuM itI
41924.1

SI 'ARi R. BtR(,t-R
41 'SA I.'

%t lwrgcr L'wgIw '. I

April 30. 1998
VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

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

CD

a,

Rt Satish Bahl and Vinay Wahi
MUR 4582

Dear Ms. Dillenseger:

captioned
payments.

-. , ~Im
'~) (~~)

-~

?rl *~

Pursuant to the terms of the Conciliation Agreement in connection with the above-
matter. I am providing you with the third of the three agreed-upon installment

Accordingly. please accept the following checks:

(1) Check number 136 from Satish Bahl in the amount of $1,083.00;

(2) Check number 906 from Vinay Wahi in the amount of $2,916.00.

Per your direction, I have instructed Messrs. Bahi and Wahi to n.c the checks
payable to the Federal Election Commission. In addition, in the memo portion of each check
Messrs. Bahl and Wahi provided the following identification: "MUR 4582."

I trust this completes this matter. If you have any questions or comments, please
do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

Stuart R. Berger
174356 :DS12 :3q8 _i, 0366/81m

Enclosures
cc: Mr. Satish Bahl

Mr. Vinay Wahi
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIIN( TON. C 20)4463 

d r - ft

May 5, 1998

TWO WAY MEMORANDUM )
TO: OGC Docket (~
FROM: Rosa E. Swinton r-111-

Accounting Technician

SUBJECT: Account Determination for Funds Received

We recently received a check from Satish Bahl and Vinay Wahi, check
number 136, dated April 28, 1998, for the amount of, ,9083.00. A copy of
the check and any correspondence is being forwarded. Please indicate below
which a account the funds should be deposited and give the MUR/Case
number and name associated with the deposit.

TO: Rosa E. Swinton Leslie D. Brown

Accounting Technician Disbursing Technician

FROM: OGC Docket

SUBJECT: Disposition of Funds Received

In reference to the ab chec in the amoumt of $JIY30 0, the
/_LCase number is . ad in the name of

_____ . Place this deposit in the
account indicated below:

Budget Clearing Account (OGC), 95F3875.16

v/ Civil Penalties Account, 95-1099.160

Other:

ul Date



fIDLRAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIN(,TON ,) (" 20463

May 5, 1998

TWO WAY MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

OGC Docket
')q'

Rosa E. Swinton
Accounting Technician

SUBJECT: Account Determination for Funds Received

We recently received a check from Satish Bahl and Vinay Wahi, check
number 4582, dated April 28, 1998, for the amount of, 2916.00. A copy of
the check and any correspondence is being forwarded. Please indicate below
which a account the funds should be deposited and give the MUR/Case
number and name associated with the deposit.

TO: Rosa E. Swinton
Accounting Technician

OGC Docket

SUBJECT: Disposition of Funds Received

In reference to the above check in the amount of $A the
(5 ; 9se number is V 2M - and in the name of

_____ _-__ _____ ____ _____ _ . Place this d oitie
account indicLated below:

_Budget Clearing Account (OGC), 95F3875.16

/ Civil Penalties Account, 95-1099.160

Other:

ignature Date

FROM:



0 S

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

BEFORE THE

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMITTEE

----------------- x

In Re:

M U R 4582

------------------ x

Deposition of LALIT H. GADHIA

CO F I DEENT I AL

Pages 1 thru 245 MILLER REPORTING COMPANY, INC3atimore,
07 C Seet., 5.g.

Wakiutes. D.C. 200
(2) 5446

January 2,
Maryland
1997

ORIGINAL

I

4b



C O N F I D E N T I A L

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

BEFORE THE

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

--- ---------------- x

In the Matter of:

MUR 4582

Baltimore, Maryland

Thursday, January 2, 1997

The deposition of LALIT H. GADHIA, called

for examination by counsel for the Federal Election

Commission in the above-entitled matter, pursuant

to Notice, in the offices of the United States

Attorney, 101 W. Lombard Street, 2nd Floor

Conference Room, Baltimore, Maryland, convened

at 10:35 a.m., before Paula J. Baste*, a ntary

public in and for the State of Maryland, when were

present on behalf of the parties:

pje



APPEARANCES:

On behalf of the Federal Election Commission:

DOMINIQUE DILLENSEGER, ESQ.
JONATHAN A. BERNSTEIN, ESQ.
Federal Election Commission
Office of the General Counsel
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
(202) 219-3690

On behalf of LALIT H. GADHIA:

LAUREN E. WILLIS, ESQ.
Brown, Goldstein & Levy,
Suite 300
Maryland Bar Center
520 W. Fayette Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
(410) 962-1030

LLP
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1 PROCEED I NGS

2 Whereupon,

3 LALIT H. GADHIA

4 was called for examination by counsel for the

5 Federal Election Commission and, having been first

6 duly sworn by the notary public, was examined and

7 testified as follows:

8 MS. DILLENSEGER: This deposition is

9 being taken pursuant to a Federal Election

10 Commission subpoena issued in connection witn an

11 investigation under Section 437(g) of Title 2 of

12 the United States Code. The statute provides that

13 the confidentiality of this investigation must be

14 maintained until the Commission closes its file.

15 The Commission has civil jurisdiction over the

16 Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

17 This investigation is designated as

18 Matter Under Review No. 4582.

19 My name is Dominique Dillenseger. I am

20 an attorney with the Office of the General

21 Counsel. I am here today on behalf of the Federal

22 Election Commission, along with Jonathan Bernstein,

Ulu=0 afn I CO.* MC.
7

-.v. .
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1 Assistant General Counsel.

2 EXAMINATION BY COUNSEL FOR THE

3 FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

4 BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

Q. I will be asking you a series of

E questions. These questions will not necessarily be

7 limited to your involvement, but will also include

8 requests for information regarding other persons.

9 If I ask a question and you don't understand it,

:2 please let me know and I will rephrase it. If you

-i don't hear the question, let me know and I will

12 repeat it.

13 A. I hope they will be limited to my

14 knowledge.

15 Q. If you realize at any point that you have

16 made a response that is incomplete or inaccurate,

17 please let me know and I will give you an

18 opportunity to modify your response.

19 Please be mindful that the Court Reporter

20 can only take down words. Therefore, please

21 respond verbally, as opposed to nodding your head

22 or making gestures.

MZLM a ss ani 2 . ..C.

597 .R
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Cc you un4erstand eve

Sc far. Yes.

We "us- ha.-e s-- --

a break for any

take a short recess

i c.ng.

r*: h ng thus far?

Sa background

S.

P-ease s-a-e an- szel your full name for

the record.

A. F rs:
initia i a

na H e. as

Q. Where

A .

BE .timo

Q.

code at

A.

Q.

Volunte

Center

A.

Q.

nae

t nate

,do y

-0 . -is sr-e-- -

is s.e__e

" a:n-a-n

3700 Ncr:h Znares Stre

re, Maryland 2-2:8.

What is your -e'ephone

that location?

ers

in

* Middle

H-I-A.

a home address?

et, Apartment 310,

number and area

pje

A.

quest-on

Are you currently incarcerated at the

of Ameri.ca Comprehensive Sanctions

Baltimore?

Yes. I am.

Are you incarcerated as a result of a
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1 conviction regarding illegal contributions that are

2 in issue in this matter?

3 A. Well, I don't know what you are referring

4 t9 when you say illegal contributions at issue in

5 this matter. I don't know what this matter refers

6 to. So, I can't answer that question.

7 Q. The contributions that were described in

8 the factual legal analysis which you received from

9 the Commission.

10L A. I don't agree with the factual. I can't

11 speak to a legal analysis, but I don't agree with

12 the factual analysis of the Commission. So, I have

13 to limit my answer to the facts that I pleaded

14 guilty to at the time that I appeared before the

15 Federal Court.

16 Q. What is your date and place of birth?

17 A. August 25, 1938. Bombay, India..

18 Q. What is your Social Security number?

19 A.

20 Q. Are you currently married?

21 A. No.

22 Q. Were you formerly married?

Uflu"3 NMPOZW CO., Z=.
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A. Yes.

Q. What is your former wife's name?

A. The first one's name was A-N-U-R-A-D-H-A

first name, middle initial or middle name same as

mine and last name same as mine.

Q. So you were formerly married once?

A. Twice. The second wife's name was Susan.

Q. Same last name?

A. Yes.

Q. Do you have any children?

A. Yes. I have one daughter.

Q. What is her name?

A. Anita.

Q. Please describe briefly your educational

backgrou

A.

Bombay,

Maryland

nd.

Graduate of high school in Bombay.

Bachelors degree from the University of

St. Xavier's College.

Masters degree from the University of

in College Park.

JD from the University of Maryland School

of Law.

NU~
$01 Cose 1~
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Q. Please descr.be briefy your employment

history.

A. Let's see. Hcw zrie_ can .7 be on that?

After s.e part t..e cs when I was a

graduate student, my first employment was

with what :s now Mcrgan State University as an

instructor and ass:stant -;fessor. Then a

research position w: "t :ne same nstitution.

I uitimate'y becate Assistant Director of

the Community Act l:n Agency cf t"he _ o

'Baltimore.

Then with the Lega. Aid Bureau of

Baltimore, after having done sone work for the

state.

Since then, after some brief employment

in the private sector. I started my own law firm

and was self-employed.

Q. Which year was that?

A. 1982. I was self-employed since then.

That is just a brief sketch with many
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1 today by counsel?

2 A. Yes. I am.

3 Q. And the name of your counsel?

4 A. Ms. Lauren Willis is here from the law

5 firm of Brown, Goldstein & Levy.

6 Q. Have you ever been deposed before?

7 A. I don't believe so.

8 Q. Have you had any other experience

9 testifying under oath, such as in court?

10 A . Yes.

11 Q. When was that?

12 A. Well, let me go back on the deposition.

13 If that will include my debriefing by the FBI in

14 the U.S. Attorney's Office, yes, I was, but it was

15 not characterized as a deposition, nor was there

16 any transcription of that meeting.

17 1 have appeared as a witness on my own

18 behalf when I had to sue somebody in civil

19 matters.

20 I guess maybe as a character witness once

21 or twice for some people.

22 Q. On the same civil matters?

N5UM Co
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1 A. No. Different matters.

2 Q. When were those that this testimony took

3 place?

4 A. I couldn't tell you with any precision.

5 That was a long time ago.

6 Q. Any other instances that you recall that

7 you appeared as a witness?

8 A. Offhand I don't.

9 Q. Whom have you talked to about the fact

10' that you were subpoenaed for this deposition?

A. With my attorney.

12 Q. And who else?

13 A. No one else.

14 well, my employer, of course. At work I

15 had to tell them that I am going for a deposition.

16 Of course, the people at the Volunteers

17 of America, my case manager, they needed to know,

18 of course.

19 Q. With whom have you had conversations

20 regarding the Commission's investigation?

21 A. I didn't know the Commission had an

22 investigation.

IE~~h'n EU I1G..* =Cmum am
In a
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1 Q. Well, with whom have you had

2 conversations regarding the notifications you

3 received from the Commission, the letter and the

4 factual legal analysis?

5 A. I just mentioned all the people to you.

6 Q. In preparing for the deposition which

7 documents or other materials have you reviewed?

8 A. None.

9 Q. If you could, please describe generally

10 your fund-raising experience.

11 A. It's a very broad question. Can you

12 narrow down the question for me?

13 Q. Well, we can start off with your

14 fund-raising experience for candidates in local and

)15 state and then federal campaigns. We could start

16 with the year that you started working as a

17 fund-raiser.

18 A. I do not remember what year I started

19 raising funds for any candidate. I believe I

20 raised funds for a number of local candidates,

21 state and federal candidates.

22 Q. Were you a fund-raiser in 1962 when you

~A _______ =C
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first started your law practice?

A. I don't recall if I did any raising of

money for anyone in '82. You have to tell me what

election, what candidate, before I can focus on

questions like that. 1982 probably there were

hundreds of candidates running.

Q. Well, let's start then with the election

cycle. Let's say the 87/88 election cycle.

A . 8 7/ 88 ?

Q. Yes.

A. I don't understand. What is the cycle?

Q. Well, I am asking you which year, what is

the first year that you recall.

A. Well, what is a cycle? What do you refer

to as a cycle? That is what I am trying to

understand.

Q. well, we are talking about the federal

election cycle, basically the start of the

campaigning until the election.

Let's begin with the year that you first

recall where you did fund-raising activities.

A. For Mr. Dukakis. I raised soney for
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1 Mr. Dukakis in 1986, I believe it was.

2 Is that '86 or '88? Maybe '88 it was.

3 Q. During that same year did you also raise

4 funds for federal candidates?

5 A. None that I can recall. But maybe if you

6 tell me who was running, I can tell you.

7 I have been involved in raising funds for

8 both U.S. Senators, for Senator Mikulski, Senator

9 Sarbanes, and for former Congressman Mitchell,

10 Congresswoman Mikulski.

11 I have contributed. When I say the

12 fund-raising, it hasn't always been that I raised a

13 lot of money. I contributed my own to a number of

14 these candidates and sought out or recommended to

15 other people that they should contribute. It

16 doesn't mean I collected money from them.

17 Q. Can you please describe then how you went

18 about your fund-raising activity itself, how you

19 contacted people?

20 A. Just tell friends who I talked with who

21 was worthy of support and ask them if they would

22 support them.

KAW00.. 1.

WV. Mu
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1 Q. Did you serve in any official capacity

2 for any candidate?

3 A. Yes. I was on the National Finance

4 Committee for Dukakis for President. I was on the

5 State Finance Committee for Clinton for President

6 in '92. I was on the Finance Committee for Senator

7 Mikulski and on the Finance Committee for, I

8 believe for Senator Sarbanes, and Treasurer for

9 Governor Glendening.

10 They are the ones I can remember right

11 offhand.

12 Q. Did you --

13 A. I was on the Finance Committee for Mayor

14 Schmoke also.

.) 15 Q. Were you on any Finance Committee or

16 other official position for members of the House of

17 Representatives?

18 A. None that I can recall.

19 Q. Please describe your fund-raising

20 experience with regard to other groups, Indian

21 American organizations.

22 A. What kind of organizations?

........ -.
MU annca m

A£07 N W5,
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Q. Well, for which Indian American

organizations have you raised money?

A. Nonprofit organizations like India Forum,

which is a cultural organization.

Q. Is that the full name?

A. Yes. That's the full name. India Forum.

Q. Is it also known as the India Forum for

Political Education?

A. No. Nothing to do with politics. As I

just said, it's a cultural organization.

It's a 501-C-3. Unlike Mr. Gingrich, I

am very particular about not using any 501-C-3 for

political purposes.

Q. Which other Indian American organization?

A. Any number of temple groups would come

and ask me if I would help them raise money for

activities.

An organization called STEP-IN.

Q. STEP-IN, what organization is that?

A. Society of Technologists, Entrepreneurs

and Professionals from India. It's a professional

organization, as the name suggests, to bring

..........
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together Indian American professionals.

Q. Is there an Action India organization

that you are active in?

A. I don't know if there is one, so I can't

be active in that.

Q. Now, with regard to the two you

mentioned, STEP-IN and India Forum, what has been

your activity with these organizations?

A. To interest people to contribute to both

organizations.

Q. What were your official functions with

these organizations?

A. I was legal counsel to the India Forum.

Q. Any other position with that

organi zat ion?

A. No.

I was President of STEP-IN.

Q. When was STEP-IN founded?

A. I believe in 86/87. Something like

that. Maybe '88. I'm not sure.

Q. Who were the other officers in STZP-IN?

A. There were a number of people who came in
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1 and left. I couldn't tell you offhand.

2 Q. Aside from a President, what were the

3 other positions in STEP-IN, the other official

4 positions?

5 A. Vice President. Secretary. Treasurer.

6 The usual official positions that a corporation

7 should have.

8 Q. Is STEP-IN still in existence as an

9 organization?

10 A. I don't know.

11 Q. The last time you were active in STEP-IN

* 12 would have been which year?

13 A. 1994.

14 Q. You were the President of STEP-IN at that

15 time?

16 A. Yes. I was.

17 Q. Who was the Vice President?

1s A. I believe there were several, not just

19 one. There were two or three Vice Presidents.

20 Q. What were the names of those individuals?

21 A. I would be insulting some if I tackled

22 the name and missed.

9 . 7., hi .W =C.
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I think Dr. Raval was one.

There was a Mr. Patell, who was the

Treasurer, I believe, or the Secretary.

There was another Vice President.

I can't be sure who among the people who

were officers. Maybe Mr. Chakivarthy.

Q. Excuse me?

A. Maybe Mr. Chakivarthy.

Q. Other names? Other officer names?

A. I think maybe Mr. Kumta, K-U-M-T-A, was

an officer of the corporation.

Q. The first name of Mr. Kumta?

A. A-S-H-O-K.

Q. Who were the members? Who was extended

an invitation for membership?

A. As the name implies, all professionals

and entrepreneurs and technologists of Indian

origin interested in the organization.

Q. How many members did the organization

have?

At what point?

93/94.

,N I
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1. A. 93/94 maybe about 40, 50. And, again,

2 that is just people who happened to be on the

3 list. It doesn't mean they paid their dues or

4 not. I don't know. I don't know how many had paid

5 their dues for that particular calendar year.

6 Maybe only 20 had paid their dues.

7 Q. How did the organization meet? What sort

8 of schedule did the organization have for meetings

9 and other activities?

10 A. Well, we tried to meet about once a month

11for different activities. I couldn't always line

12 up speakers, so maybe it came to be more like once

13 every other month or once a quarter, depending on

14 when we could secure an appropriate speaker to meet

315 with us.

16 Q. You would try to have a speaker every

17 time you met?

18 A. Yes.

19 Q. Which individuals were usually extended

20 honorary membership to the organization?

21 A. There was no honorary membership that I

22 know of.
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Q. What type of speakers would come to the

events, would be featured at these meetings?

A. Mostly policy makers and people who could

bring appropriate information of interest to the

members of the organization.

Q. Did you have any annual banquets or

annual special events of the organization?

A. No. I don't believe we had any special

annual event, other than an annual membership

meeting where officers would be elected.

Q. The speakers *-hat you have had that would

come to the meetings, did you have speakers from

the Indian Embassy?

A. I am trying to remember if we did.

Yes. We did. Yes. We had organized an

event where we brought the then Indian Ambassador

to speak to the Baltimore community. Governor

Schaffer was a guest of honor as well.

Q. Which date was this event held?

A. Well, it had to be when Schaffer was

Governor. So, it had to be before '94.

Q. Which Ambassador was present then?

0
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A.

Q.

A.

Q.

at that

A.

It was Ambassador Abid Hussain.

How do you spell that name?

A-B-I-D. H-U-S-S-A-I-N.

Which other embassy officials were there

event?

I don't recall who accompanied him, if

anyone.

Q. Which other functions have embassy

officials or embassy personnel attended, STEP-IN

functions?

A. I can't tell you which other functions

embassy personnel attended because there were

several variety of functions. Occasionally they

might come in to attend a function that they

thought was relevant to their interest.

Q. So, were embassy personnel invited to all

the STEP-IN functions?

A. No. They were informed.

Q. They were informed of all the STEP-IN

functions?

A. I wouldn't say of all. I'm not even sure

if they were on the list that went out. But I

I NKM ~., ~.
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believe they kept themselves apprised of the

functions.

Q. Who was the point of contact at the

embassy for sending out the information to these

funct ions?

A. No particular person that I can think

of. Unless you give me a specific date, I can't

answer that question appropriately.

Q. Would the invitation or the information

be sent to the Minister of Personnel and Community

Affairs?

A. Well, Community Relations would be the

appropriate person, but also they had an

information section, I believe. Many of our

members had occasional contact with several

different members of the embassy.

Q. Can you elaborate on that, contact with

different members of the embassy?

A. Well, they would know each other from

back home and they would meet at community

meetings.

For example, the celebration of India Day

NKLKM &WIi c, 2IC*
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1 or India Independence Day they would run into each

2 other and they would exchange information I am sure

3 about events taking place, not just for STEP-IN,

4 but all other organizations as well.

5 Q. So, which Indian Embassy officials were

6 you in more constant contact with?

7 Let me put it that way.

8 A. I wouldn't say I was in constant contact

9 with anybody.

10 Q. Well, then more in contact than with

11 others. Which embassy officials that you were in

12 contact with at all at the Indian Embassy.

13 A. I had contacts. I wouldn't call them

14 constant or frequently. I had contact with the

15 Indian Ambassadors dating back to Abid Hussain.

16 Q. Mr. Hussain was Ambassador during what

17 time period?

18 A. I believe maybe '90 something. 91/92.

19 Q. And your contact with Ambassadors going

20 back would be of a personal nature?

21 A. (Nodding.)

22 Q. Is that a yes?

U7C
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1 A. What is personal nature?

2 Q. Personal. In other words, direct contact

3 with the individual.

4 A. I met them, if that is what you are

5 asking me. I met them maybe about once in a year.

6 Q. Where would the meeting take place?

7 A. Whenever they had a reception at the

8 Ambassador's residence for Indian Independence Day

9 or New Republic Day, I would be one of the people

10 invited of hundreds of people. I would be there to

11 attend the function and greet the Ambassador.

012 Q. Could you please explain? You said

13 Indian Independence Day. Which day is that?

14 A. Indian Independence Day is August 15th.

)15 New Republic Day is January 26th.

16 Q. What is the difference between the two

17 dates?

18 A. One is when India became independent from

19 the British and the other is when India became a

20 constitutionally organized sovereign state.

21. Q. Which other Indian national holidays

22 would you attend at the Indian Embassy or the

MilLM 35WP "A jai N Co NC



pj e

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Ambassador's residence?

A. These are the two primary events of

significance to which a large number of people

would be invited by the Indian Embassy.

Q. Were there functions held on October 2nd,

the anniversary of Gandhi's birth?

A. At times. Yes.

I guess every year maybe, but I'm not

sure I attended most of them. I may have attended

one. I don't know.

Q. And in the fall, perhaps in November or

late October, the Diwali Festival.

A. Yes. That is the equivalent of

Christmas, India Christmas. It's a festival of

lights. That is what Diwali means.

Q. And this was a festival also that

generated invitation or function at the embassy?

A. Surely. There were many such religious

events for which invitations would be extended, but

I did not attend them.

Q. You did attend the reception* at the

Ambassador's residence, as you indicated earlier?
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0

A.

0.

August

A.

Q.-

you had

Yes. But not for Diwali.

But for the Indian Independence Day,

15th, and the New Republic Day?

Yes. At times. Not all of them.

If you could recall the most recent year

been a guest at the embassy, that would

have been '94, correct, or '95?

A. I really can't recall exactly when I last

attended any functions at the embassy.

Q. If we were to go to the year '93, which

functions did you attend at the embassy in '93?

A. If I attended any, it would have to be

Indian Independence Day or Indian Republic Day.

Q. So those two functions were ones that you

would normally attend; is that correct?

A. That is correct. I would try to attend

if I was invited.

Q. And you were invited every year?

A. I wouldn't say every year. I was invited

for a period of time. Yes.

Q. In 1994 which functions would you have

attended at the embassy?
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1 A. I couldn't recall. I really couldn't.

2 '94 actually was a very busy year for me

3 as Treasurer for Mr. Glendening, who was running

4 for the Governorship of Maryland, and consequently

5 I had very little time for anything else. It took

6 all my time besides making a living as a lawyer.

7 Q. Can we go back to that time period when

8 you assumed the duties of Treasurer for the

9 Glendening campaign?

10 Which month was that that you began work?

11 A. I became Treasurer for Mr. Glendening

12 sometime in 1991 and remained the Treasurer for

13 what was called Marylanders for Glendening until he

14 was elected and until after he was elected and I

15 guess until sometime in '95 when I stepped down

16 voluntarily.

17 Q. You mentioned you were very busy during

18 the period 93/94, although you had been Treasurer

19 since '91.

20 Can you please take us through that time

21 period as to what you were doing, the reasons why

22 you were busy during that time?
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A. Well, the election was getting closer in

'94, so obviously I was much more busier in '94.

Q. When did it begin to get busy for you

during that time period in '93?

A. '94.

Q. In '94 was when it began to get very

busy?

A. Yes.

Q. Which months in '94?

A. I would say soon after New Year's.

Q. Which were the busiest months for you

during that time?

A. Well, as campaigns go, they accelerate

their pace as the Election Day gets closer and

closer. So, it just kept on accelerating from

January on.

Q. When did things begin to slacken a bit

where you had more time?

A. There was no slackening of pace after

January of '94.

Q. Yes. But January of '94 until what month

in '94?

V111M w! ac. 0 IWO.
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1 A. Well, really the election was in November

2 of '94 and then there was an uncertainty because of

3 a challenge to the election, so everyone remained

4 busy until he was sworn in in January of '95.

5 of course, we weren't raising money after

6 the Election Day because there was no need to. So,

7 1 wasn't busy as a Treasurer raising money

8 obviously after the election was over.

9 Q. You were raising money for the Glendening

10 campaign until what month approximately?

11 A. Until November of ' 94.

12 1 wasn't only raising money.

13 Q. Which other activities were you involved

14 in?

-D 15 A. Running my law firm.

16 Q. How much time was spent with your law

17 firm, with your practice, during that year?

18 A. As much as I could.

19 Q. Which part of the year then were you

20 spending with the practice?

21 A. Every day I was spending time in my law

22 firm as well as trying to be of help to the

9XA
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1 campaign.

2 Q. Which days of the week or time of the

3 month would you dedicate to the campaign versus the

4 practice?

5 Did you have an office at the Glendening

6 headquarters?

7 A. No.

8 Q. So, all the activities took place where?'

D9 A. Well, there was no particular location as

10 such. There were campaign offices that I would

11 visit and otherwise go about trying to be of help

012 besides having my legal practice.

13 Q. We already discussed one organization,

14 STEP-IN. You mentioned the India Forum to which

D15 you were legal counsel.

16 A. Yes.

17 Q. Which other positions did you have with

18 the India Forum?

19 A. None.

20 Q. What were the officers in that

21 organization?

22 A. They change every year.
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Q. What were the positions in '94?

A. There is a President. There is a Vice

President. There is a Treasurer. There is a

Secretary. There is an Auditor. There is legal

counsel. And there are the members.

Q. Who was the President in '94 of the Ind.,

Forum?

8 A. I really couldn't tell you. They chango-1

9 every year, as I told you.

10 Q. Who was the last President of the Forum

ii that you recall?

12 A. Varma. V-A-R-M-A.

13 Q. What is his first name?

14 A. I'm not sure, but I will take a guess

3 15 that his name is Jitendar, J-I-T-E-N-D-A-R, but I'm

16 not sure. We called him by his nickname, which was

17 UBallau. It has nothing to do with Varma.

18 Q. What about the Vice President?

19 A. The Vice President was Mr. Sahni,

20 S-A-H-N-I.

21 Then he became President. It's an

22 automatic successor system. So, the Vice President

Mu
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becomes President the succeeding year.

Q. And his first name, Mr. Sahni's?

A. Bansi. B-A-N-S-I.

Q. The Treasurer?

A. I don't know.

Q. The Secretary?

A. I don't recall.

Q. Who were the members of the India Forum?

A. Anyone who was interested in cultural

activities of the Indian American community in this

area principally. They did not have to be of

Indian origin.

Q. How many individuals were members?

A. I couldn't tell you. Only the President

could tell you that.

Q. Well, was it under 50?

A. I have no idea.

Q. Was it larger than STEP-IN?

A. I don't know what the membership was, so

I am not going to guess.

Q. What were the regular activities of the

India Forum?
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not a

India

would

happe

time

ago.

you.

Did they have monthly meetings?

A. The Board met probably every month, but

11 the general membership.

Q. Were you a member of the Board?

A. Yes.

Q. So you attended regular meetings of the

Forum?

A. No.

Q. Of the meetings that you attended, who

be present at the meeting?

A. The members of the Board, whoever

ned to be members at the time.

Q. Who were the members of the Board at the

that you would attend?

A. I couldn't tell you. It has been long

Q .

A.

So you don't recall any names?

Not other than the ones I have given to

Q. What were the social activities that the

India Forum belonged to?

A. Celebration of Diwali.
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1 A religious festival called Holi, spelled

2 H-O-L-I.

3 The Indo-American Friendship Dinner which

4 takes place every year.

5 Q. It's an annual dinner?

6 A. Annual dinner. Yes.

7 Maybe a picnic once a year.

8 Let me see what else.

9 Boat rides. A cruise from the harbor.

10 Q. As far as members of the Board were

-. 11 concerned, was there a representative from the

* 12 Indian Embassy at the meetings?

13 A. No.

14 Q. At the Indo-American Friendship Dinner,

15 was there a featured speaker or speakers from the

16 embassy?

17 A. Well, there was a featured speaker, but

18 not from the embassy.

19 Q. Did they ever have speakers from the

20 embassy at the Indo-American Friendship Dinner?

21 A. If there was a representative of the

22 embassy present, I'm sure they were extended an

K
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1 opportunity to speak, just as others who were at

2 the head table also were extended an opportunity to

3 speak.

4 Q. So, was the Indian Embassy, as was

5 STEP-IN, invited and informed of activities?

6 A. Repeat that, please.

7 Q. Yes.

8 You indicated that with STEP-IN the

9 Indian Embassy would be informed of activities,

10 meetings.

11 With regard to the India Forum, was it

12 the same situation?

13 A. I did not say that we informed the Indian

14 Embassy of STEP-IN. I said that they learned

15 through our members of activities we had, unless we

16 scheduled them to speak.

17 Q. In which case they were invited?

18 A. Yes. Then they were invited. Right.

19 That is not the same thing.

20 As far as the India Forum is concerned, I

21 don't know who they informed because that was not

22 my role then.

MUM
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1 Q. Did you see individuals from the Indian

2 Embassy at the India Forum functions?

3 A. Yes.

4 Q. Which individuals did you see?

5 A. Which year?

6 Q. Well, '93.

7 A. I'm sure whoever was the Ambassador was

8 invited. I don't know if he came or not. He may

9 have sent a representative.

10 The Indian Embassy always tries to send

2.1 representatives to events organized by any

12 organization where they are invited.

13 Q. Which representatives then were sent to

14 the functions that you attended that you saw?

)15 A. Well, different people at different

16 times. It's a very broad question, so I can't

17 really answer it.

18 Q. Which individual, which names of

19 individuals, have you seen at those functions?

20 A. I saw Mr. Mansingh, for example, who was

21 Deputy Ambassador.

22 Q. Which year was that?
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1 A. I couldn't tell you.

2 Q. How do you spell Mr. Mansingh's name?

3 A. M-A-N-S-I-N-G-H.

4 Q. Do you know the first name?

5 A. Lalit.

6 Q. Deputy Ambassador.

7 And other individuals?

8 A. Occasionally I saw Mr. Devendra Singh.

9 Depending again, Mr. Sibal, who was also

10 Deputy Ambassador.

11 Q. Sibal?

0 12 A. S-I-B-A-L.

13 Q. What was Mr. Singh's position or title?

14 A. He was Minister for Community Relations.

) 15 Q. For how long was he in that position?

16 A. They have a rotation system, as all

17 diplomatic services do. So, people come here for a

18 few years and go back.

19 Q. What is the rotation system, your

20 understanding of how many years people would be in

21 a position?

22 A. I really couldn't tell you. It all

74,
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1 necessarily chairman of the department, although

2 they are both professors.

3 Q. Right.

4 So, the Ambassadors that you mentioned

5 were the Ambassador, as opposed to a Minister or

6 someone else?

7 A. Well, the only person I know with the

8 designation of Ambassador that was not an

9 Ambassador in the U.S. was Mr. Mansingh and also

10 Mr. Sibal. That is because they had the Ambassador

11 rank, but they did not serve in that capacity, as I

12 understand it.

13 Q. Since we are talking Ambassadors now,

14 which other Ambassador names do you recall more

15 recently, 93/94?

16 A. Ambassador Ray.

17 Q. What is his first name?

18 A. S.S. Ray.

19 Q. Which other individuals do you recall

20 attended the India Forum or STEP-IN functions?

21 A. I don't recall.

22 Q. You mentioned attending functions at the

*i~.coo
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1 Indian Ambassador's residence.

2 Which Indian Embassy officials did you

3 know from attending these functions at the

4 Ambassador's residence?

5 A. I guess most of those who were present.

6 Q. Which ones did you know more than others?

7 A. I didn't know any one more than others.

8 I just knew all of them.

9 Q. In your capacity as legal counsel in the

10 India Forum and with STEP-IN, which of these Indian

11 officials would you have more of an opportunity to

12 interact with in carrying out your functions?

13 A. The Minister for Community Relations

14 obviously.

15 Q. And that would be Mr. Singh?

16 A. Right.

17 Q. What type of function was the Community

18 Relations post?

19 What was that all about as far as the

20 embassy interaction with the Indian community?

21 A. My guess is a liaison with the Indian

22 community groups, Indian American community groups.
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1 Q. What did that mean in practical terms as

2 far as what did that individual do?

3 A. Keeping us informed of visa matters that

4 the embassy would get inquiries about and

5 complaints about all the time. Keeping us informed

6 about concerns they feel would adversely affect the

7 relationship between India and the U.S.

8 Q. Can you describe generally your

9 interactions or contacts with the Minister of

10 Community Relations during the year 93/94?

11 A. Inviting to functions of the Indian

12 community where appropriate.

13 Q. Which function did the individual attend?

14 A. I don't remember.

)15 Q. What other interaction took place?

16 In addition to the invitations to the

17 functions, what other interactions?

i8 A. I am not sure I understand the question.

19 Q. okay.

20 The individual that attended meetings,

21 certain meetings of the India Forum or STEP-IN, as

22 a representative of the embassy.
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1 A. As I said earlier, I am sure he attended

2 the Indo-American Friendship Dinner at times.

3 Maybe when there was an opening -- I am

4 trying to remember. On Howard Street there was an

5 opening of an Indian Cultural Center, Indian

6 American Cultural Center, and at the opening

7 ceremony he was present, as I recall.

8 In Montgomery County there was an Indian
)

9 Independence Day celebration that he attended one

10 time. I don't recall exactly when it was, but I

11 remember he was there.

12 Q. Did that individual visit your office?

13 Did the Minister of Community Affairs

14 come by your office or come by the offices of the

) 15 India Forum?

16 A. Well, I can't speak for the Forum. My

17 office, yes.

18 Q. So, Mr. Singh would come and visit your

19 office?

20 A. No. The question was if he ever did.

21 Yes. He did.

22 Q. If he ever did visit your office?

MIZA uwOn= CO., Iw.z
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Yes. He did.

When would he visit your office?

I didn't say he would. I said he did.

When did he visit your office?

He visited my office a couple of times

ago.

And what occasions? What was the

A. He just happened to be in Baltimore and

d to say hello.

Q. Was Mr. Singh also a social guest at your

on occasion?

A. Not that I can think of.

Q. Which other officials did visit your

e during that same time period?

A. Which time period?

Q. 93/94.

A. I can't think of any.

Q. Which other Indian Embassy official ever

ed your office at any time?

A. Ambassador Karan Singh visited my office.

Q. Ambassador who?
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1 A. Karan Singh. K-A-R-A-N. S-I-N-G-H.

2 Q. Which year was that?

3 A. I can't tell you that. I don't remember

4 that. He did visit my office.

5 Q. What was the occasion of the visit?

6 A. He happened to be in Baltimore to meet

7 with the editors of the Sun paper. It was two

8 blocks away from my office. So, I had invited

9 members of the Indian community to meet with the

10 Ambassador at my office. He came and saw about a

11 dozen and a half, about 12 or 15 people.

0 12 Q. With which of the Ambassadors were you

13 more familiar with or had occasion to see more than

14 others of this group?

) 15 A. All equally scarcely. No more. No less.

16 Q. In case we need a calendar, I have one

17 with me. I would like to find out which date was

18 this Indian American Friendship Dinner.

19 A. It's held every year, as I said to you.

20 Q. Around the same time every year?

21 A. Summertime. Usually in the summertime.

22 It's usually in July or August.

9
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1 Q. You mentioned the meeting back when

2 Ambassador Singh came to visit.

3 Did the Forum or STEP-IN have their own

4 offices?

5 A. No. STEP-IN did not have its own

6 of fices .

7 The Forum by now has its own office on

8 Howard Street where they have a facility, physical

9 facility, available.

*10 Q. When did they start having their own

11 office? Which year?

12 A. I would say about 93/94.

13 Q. So they had an office in '94, 93/94?

14 A. Roughly that time they just started in

)15 that new location.

16 Q. Howard Street.

17 And STEP-IN, where did they meet then?

18 Where did they have their meetings?

19 A. STEP-IN met whenever we were going to

20 host any speaker, usually in a restaurant or in a

21 conference facility.

22 Q. Did you have joint activities between the
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Forum and

A.

Q.

A.

recognize

imagine an

Q.

A.

Q.

sponsored

STEP- IN?

India Forum and STEP-IN?

Yes. Joint activities.

No.

The only joint activity would be to maybe

someone for their contribution. I can't

y other joint activities.

Any joint social activities?

No. None that I can recall.

The India Forum annual dinner, that was

by?

A. India Forum.

Q. India Forum. Okay.

A. Just as the name says.

Q. Okay. I guess that makes sense. Okay.

Now, going back, you mentioned some of

your fund-raising activities within the Indian

community.

Can you elaborate on that as to how you

would go about raising funds within the Indian

community?

A. As I stated before, I just would call

Ul=- opZ
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1 friends and recommend to them individuals who I

2 considered worthy of support.

3 Q. What about fund-raising activities during

4 the meetings of STEP-IN and the Forum?

5 A. No. Not during meetings of any

6 organization.

7 Q. Which other individuals in the

8 organization assisted you with fund-raising within

9 the Indian American community?

*10 A. I can't say which individual assisted me.

11 Q. Which individual then occasionally or at

*12 any time assisted you?.;

13 A. They all assisted me in the sense of they

14 contributed to the extent that they did.

15 Q. If we were then to make a list -- not a

16 list, but talk about the people that you tended to

17 rely upon who were a core group, let's say, of

18 supporters, which individuals would that be?

19 A. Supporters for what?

20 Q. The type of people you could count on for

21 making contributions for whatever candidate or a

22 group of people that would assist you in calling

NHIUz -aa,-IS O. 2K
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1 and writing letters.

2 A. You are mixing up two different concepts.

3 Q. Which names come to your mind if I were

4 to ask you, during your years of fund-raisers,

5 which individuals would you consider as your core

6 group of supporters in your fund-raising

7 activities?

8 A. I did not limit myself to any particular

9 group of people.

10 In terms of candidates, when I considered

11 them worthy of my support, I tried to solicit, if

12 that is the term to use. I am not sure that is the

13 correct term. I tried to encourage as many

14 individuals as I could wherever I would find them.

T)15 Q. But if we were to limit that group to

16 just the Indian American community, your people in

17 the STEP-IN and the India Forum, if we were just

18 looking at those two entities, which individuals

19 did you - -

20 A. Go ahead.

21 Q. Which individuals, which names, come to

22 your mind if I were to ask you which individuals

im, C aiM. Z
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I did you rely on as a group of supporters in your

2 fund-raising activities?

3 A. Well, first of all, I should make it

4 clear that people I contacted were riot contacted

5 because they are members of any organization. So,

6 their membership in the India Forum or STEP-IN had

7 nothing to do with my contacting them. Whoever I

8 contacted was because I thought that they might

9 respond to me favorably. That is all.

10 Q. I understand that.

11 A. Coincidently they might be members of ten

12 organizations that I'm not aware of.

13 Q. If we just look at STEP-IN then, is there

14 anyone in STEP-IN, such individuals might be

15 members of other organizations, whose name you

16 recall as someone who you went to for support on a

17 regular basis?

18 A. Not as members of STEP-IN. I did not go

19 to anyone for support as members of STEP-IN.

20 Q. You mentioned the Indian American

21 Friendship Dinner. You said that was July or

22 August.

I C #raw ', .- ~4-
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A. Usually July or August is when it takes

place.

Q. I brought with me a printout of calendars

from January '93 to December of '94. In an attempt

to see if I could refresh your recollection, I will

turn to July and August of '94, which are pages 19

and 20 of the document, and ask if you recall more

specifically if it was in July around Independence

Day?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

* 12

13

14

T) 15

-) 16

17

18

19

20

21.

22

A.

Q.

A.

are bla

I f you

them.

I would not be able to.

In August?

No. I would not be able to because they

nks here. It doesn't tell me anything.

I just told you either July or August.

want me to read all the dates, I can read

I think that is of no help.

Was it held on the same date every year?

A. No.

Q. Which other Indian American functions did

you attend in which Indian Embassy officials also

attended?

A. Functions of what?

w~u~ a~o~ ~,44ac
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Q. Any functions.

A. An exhibition of photographs in

Washington. An Indian journalist. Yes. There

were a number of them present there.

The World Trade organization here holds

an Ambassador's Day when some officials from the

Indian Embassy come and participate in that.

I guess if I attended any Republic Day or

Independence Day celebrations in Washington or

Montgomery County or the Baltimore area, I am sure

that some members of the embassy were present

there .

Q.-

Minister

A .

Q .

You mentioned your contact with the

of Community Affairs.

Who is the current one?

Community Relations.

Community relations.

Who is the current Minister there at the

embassy?

A. I don't know.

Q. How long was your contact with

Mr. Singh? Until what year was he at the embassy?

~Mzaa l3WZnI CO. =C.
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1 A. He was, as I recall, until the end of '94

2 or the beginning of '95.

3 Q. Are you still in contact with Mr. Singh?

4 A. No.

5 Q. When did you first meet Mr. Singh?

6 A. I don't know when he first arrived in

7 Washington, but I am sure soon after his arrival.

8 Q. Where did you meet him? Where did you

9 first meet him?

10 A. I don't recall that.

II Q. Was there some sort of official function

12 where the new person there would be presented and

13 you would have an opportunity to meet the new

14 people at the embassy?

15 A. Not that I can recall.

16 Q. In what context was your first meeting

17 with Mr. Singh?

18 A. I don't recall because I don't recall

19 when I first met him.

20 Q. What were the subsequent contexts in

21 which you did meet him?

22 A. Different cultural events where he would

9
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be present.

Q. In addition to the cultural events, was

Mr. Singh also interested, or were discussions

held, with regard to legislative matters, political

matters?

A. Meaning what? I don't understand.

Q. Legislative initiative, for example,

concerning India.

A. Were there any legislative initiatives

concerning India?

Q. Well, yes. That is what I am asking.

A. I don't know.

Q. In addition to cultural matters, which

other areas was he concerned with?

A. I'm sure everybody was concerned about

any legislation going through Congress affecting

Indo-U.S. relations.

Q. What was Mr. Singh's role then with

regard to legislation affecting Indo-U.S.

relations?

A. I don't know if he had any specific role

in that, except to keep the community informed of
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what would affect Indian U.S. relations.

Q. How would he keep the community

informed?

A. By sending information items.

Q. The items would be sent to your office?

A. If they are addressed to me, to my office

I would hope.

Q. How was the information disseminated I

mean?

A. only he can answer that.

If your question is did I receive it by

mail, yes. I was on a mailing list that I assume

was one of those computerized mailing lists.

Q. In 1994 what were some of the issues

involving Indian American relations that you were

involved in?

A. Well, not just in 1994. Every year

Mr. Burton, Congressman Burton, introduces a bill

to adversely affect Indo-U.S. relationship. That

is an issue that comes up every year. I am sure it

was brought up in '94 as well.

Q. So, what was your activity with regard to

~tI
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that?

A. To urge members of Congress from this

state to vote against it.

Q. How did you go about doing that?

A. I called the staff people and expressed

the sentiments of the Indian community that I was

aware of, or maybe write a letter.

Q. How did you disseminate the information

to other members of the Indian American community

with regard to potential passage of this bill?

A. By calling them or by talking to them at

different meetings.

Q. What was the involvement of Minister

Singh or other embassy officials with regard to

these legislative matters?

A. To inform us of the calendar, which he

could have found out from a Congressional source,

of when these bills are coming up for a vote in the

committees and in the Congress.

Q. Just looking specifically at 1994, what

were the issues that you were actively involved in?

A. I just mentioned the only dominant issue

I t -V .. .. . . .
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1
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7
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

has been the effort by Congressman Burton to pass

legislation that would adversely affect Indo-U.S.

relations.

Q.

sales of

in?

to

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

inform

In 1994 there was an issue involving

F-16 fighter planes to Pakistan.

Was that an issue that you were involved

Yes. I was involved in that issue.

In what way?

To oppose it.

What steps did you take?

Again to tell as many friends as possible

members of Congress that we were opposed

to it.

Q. What communication did you receive from

the embassy about that particular issue?

A. Same communication as I would always

receive, to tell me when the vote is going to come

up and what it entails.

Q. And the communication would come from

21 whom?

22

dm

A. I am sure from Mr. Singhos office. It
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1 was his function, I gather.

2 Q. Which other communications were received

3 from Mr. Singh's office that you received from

4 Mr. Singh's office?

5 A. I couldn't tell you.

6 Q. There were regular communications then

7 with your office?

8 A. Yes. With my office, as I am sure with

9 many other offices or individuals who were on the

10 list to be informed of issues affecting the

11India-U.S. relationship.

12 Q. were there also telephone calls between

13 you and Mr. Singh at the embassy?

14 A. Regarding what?

)15 Q. Regarding whatever issues.

16 A. There may have been. I don't know.

17 Q. What was the role of the Ambassador with

18 regard to these legislative issues?

19 Was there a communication also from the

20 Ambassador about issues?

21 A. To who?

22 Q. To the Indian American community.

NtLLCM I
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A. I think the Ambassador can speak

that. I don't know.

Q. Cid you receive anything from the

Ambassador's office about that?

A. Not speclfically from the Ambassa

offic

good

12.

e. No.

MS.

time to t

It's time

was recess

that same

:LLENSE3ER:

ake a break.

to

dor' s

t looks like this

t's about quarter

is a

to

THE W:TNESS: Let's take a lunch break.

to take a .unch break.

MS. W1LLIS: That is fine.

,Discussion off the record.)

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m., the deposition

ed for lunch, to reconvene at 1:00 p.m.

day.)
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1. AFTERNOON SESSION

2 (1:20 p.m.)

3 MS. DILLENSEGER: We are now back on the

4 record.

5 Whereupon,

6 LALIT H. GADHIA

7 having been previously duly sworn, was further

8 examined and testified as follows:

9 EXAMINATION BY COUNSEL FOR THE

10 FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

11 BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

12 Q. Just a reminder that you are still under

13 oath.

14 Just a question as to whether you have

15 spoken with anyone else besides counsel during the

16 intervening break?

17 A. I said hello to two judge., one of the

18 Circuit Court and one retired judge of the Court of

19 Appeals of Maryland.

20 Q. I want to just go back for clarification

21 on a couple of things.

22 The geographical orientation of STEP-IN,

e~
. i
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1 is it local, or what is the geographical

2 orientation?

3 A. I don't think it was ever defined as

4 local.

5 Q. Are most of the people local?

6 A. Most of the people are from the State of

7 Maryland.

8 Q. And the India Forum?

9 A. Also most of the people are from the

10 State of Maryland.

11 Q. Are there other chapters or organizations

* 12 with similar names in other states?

13 A. I wouldn't know if there are.

14 Q. Clarification on the Indian Ambassadors

15 attendance at the annual Indo-American Friendship

16 Dinner.

17 Is it your memory that over the years the

18 following Ambassadors have attended the dinner?

19 The names mentioned were Ambassador

20 Sibal, Ambassador Kaul, Ambassador Karan Singh and

21 Ambassador Ray.

22 MS. WILLIS: Objection.

U3A I -O 11 1 e
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Q

following

Indo-Amer

Sibal.

A.

Q.

A.

he was

Ambassa

Q.

A.

Q.

not

dor

A.

Could you ask each question separately?

MS. DILLENSEGER: Okay.

BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

Is it your memory that over the years the

Ambassadors have attended the annual

ican Friendship Dinner?

The first Ambassador is Ambassador Kanwal

Yes. He attended ones that I know of.

Do you know which years?

As I said, his rank was Ambassador, bu

here as an Ambassador, not as the

of India to the U.S.

The official Ambassador?

Right. He was not. He was a Deputy.

Thank you.

Ambassador P.K. Kaul?

Yes. He attended that I recall. It's a

vague memory about him.

Q. Was he the official Ambassador?

A. Yes. He was the then Ambassador to the

U.S.

Co. A

t



O pje 63

1 Q. Ambassador Karan Singh?

2 A. I don't believe he attended the

3 Indo-American Friendship Dinner.

4 I believe he came to my office and he

5 attended some reception at the art gallery because

6 he had just written a book that he was promoting, I

7 think.

8 Not promoting. He talked about it. He

9 was a maharajah. He did not need to promote his

10 book.

11 Q. He was a maharajah?

12 A. Yes. He was the son of a maharajah.

13 Titles are no longer used in India. But

14 his father was a maharajah.

15 Q. And then Ambassador S.S. Ray.

16 A. Not that I can recall. He did not attend

17 any.

18 Q. He did not attend any?

19 A. Indo-American Friendship Dinner.

20 Q. Did he attend other social functions of

21 the Indian American organizations?

22 A. Where?

Tim-,
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Q. That is a question.

Did he attend any f

1

2

3

4

15

16

7

18

19

10

21

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

A.

assume.

guessing

Q.

attend a

when he w

unctions, any social

Of Indian American organizations?

Yes .

In Montgomery County

Which functions were

he did

these i

am sure .

Montgomery

Probably Independence Day, I would

I don't know that for a fact. I am jus

that he did.

With regard to Ambassador Ray, did you

function at Ambassador Ray's residence

as Ambassador?

A. Well, it was an Ambassador

Ambassadorial residence, that he had

because he was the Ambassador at the

Yes. I did.

Q. Which years? He was Ambas

which time period?

A. I don't recall precisely,

92/93 to '95. Something like that.

t

residence,

been occupying

time.

sador during

but probably

95/96.

plum NOD.. 0...
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functions?

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

County?



1. Q. You said that the embassy kept the Indian

2 American community aware of various things that

3 were happening regarding visa matters or cultural

4 matters.

5 A. Yes.

6 Q. Legislative issues. Issues of interest

7 to the community.

8 Did the embassy inform individuals of

9 upcoming elections and candidates?

10 A. Whose candidates?

11 Q. U.S. U.S. elections.

12 A. They were not the embassy's candidates.

13 They had nothing to do with that.

14 Q. So, with regard to the legislative

15 issues, how did the embassy communicate the fact

16 that there were issues that were up before

17 Congress, how did they communicate that and what

18 sort of action was called for in the letters or the

19 information notices?

20 A. Well, there are several parts to that

22. question.

22 MS. WILLIS: Objection.
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1 Can you re-ask them each separately?

2 MS. DILLENSEGER: Okay.

3 MS. DILLENSEGER:

4 Q. What form did the notices from the

5 embassy take?

6 A. The information items were on, I guess

7 master produced xeroxed material, outlining what

8 the pending legislation was and how it affected the

9 relationship.

1 10 Q. What else did it say?

11 A. That was basically the information.

12 Q. Did it identify the individuals behind

13 the legislation that were putting forth the bill?

14 A. Well, usually any bill going to the

15 Congress carries the names of the sponsors of the

16 bill. So, obviously.

17 Q. How often would these informational

18 notices be sent out?

19 A. It had to do more with the Congressional

20 activity. Whenever activity was taking place

21 involving that type of legislation, that is when

22 such information was sent.
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1 Q. Was it sent out in a separate notice?

2 A. Meaning separate from what?

3 MS. WILLIS: Objection.

4 Separate from what?

5 BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

6 Q. was it sent out as part of a newsletter

7 with other information?

8 A. Oh, yes. Yes.

9 Q. What other information was in this

10 newsletter?

11 A. About recent matters. About who to

412 contact for what kind of community service that the

13 embassy might provide. That kind of information.

14 Q. What was the title of the publication?

15 A. There is an India News, I believe. It's

16 an official publication of the Embassy of India.

17 Q. It was an official publication of the

18 embassy itself?

19 A. Yes.

20 Q. Which part of the embassy would put this

21 information out?

22 A. I don't know.

I
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1
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4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11
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14

15
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17
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19

20

21

22

Q. You mentioned social events that were

sponsored at the embassy, such as the Indian

Independence Day and Indian Proclamation Day.

A. No. Ididn't say "proclamation".

Republic Day.

Q. Republic Day. Excuse me.

Were there any social events where the

embassy paid for the event?

A. I would assume the embassy paid for the

food for all these events because I didn't pay.

Q. Did the embassy hold any functions where

the individual had to pay to attend the function?

A. None that I'm aware of.

Q. Did the embassy have any fund-raising

activities itself?

A. None that I know of.

Q. Did the embassy have any - -

A. Unless it was for victims of disasters in

India. I am sure then the embassy made some

appeals to the Indian American community to

contribute for the relief funds.

Q. Did the embassy hold functions in other

68 1
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sites in the area besides the Ambassador's

residence?

A. Yes. Occasionally there would be a

reception at the chancery, what is known as the

chancery. That is the official, I guess, offices

of the embassy.

Q. Are those the offices on Massachusetts

Avenue?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

there?

A. It would be a reception in the honor of

somebody arriving from India or going to India.

Q. Did you attend those functions at the

chancery?

A.

Q.

chancery

A .

actually

Q.

Center?

Yes. I did. Some of them.

Which functions did you attend at the

in '94?

I couldn't tell you. I don't know of

any specific functions.

Did you attend any function at the Gandhi

xaaw mionwto na

)

)

Yes. They are on Massachusetts Avenue.

What type of functions would be held
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A .

Q.-

not ices

the issu

Pakistan

that wer

I guess to commemorate the memory.

I don't recall attending any of those.

Let's go back a bit to the information

f rom the embassy.

One issue we had talked about before was

e of the sale of fighter planes to

.In 1994 there was also some trade issues

e at the time important.

What was your involvement in that?

MS. WILLIS: Objection.

Could you be more specific? What trade

A. Not that I can recall.

Where is it?

Q. I'm not sure. I believe it's on Nebraska

Avenue.

A. No. I have no recollection of going

there.

Q. You mentioned among the other national

holidays is Gandhi's birthday on October 2nd.

A. Yes.

Q. What function did the embassy hold for

that holiday?

7)
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1 issues?

2 BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

3 Q. Well, the trade issues involving GATT and

4 trade with India in particular.

5 A. The only trade issue I was involved in in

6 1994 was to support NAFTA and go to the White House

7 in support of that at the invitation of the

8 President.

9 Q. You mentioned attending functions at the

10 embassy for the Indian Independence Day and

11 Republic Day and other people attended.

12 Were there members of Congress at the

13 functions?

14 A. I believe so. I offhand couldn't even

15 tell you who, but there were a number of members of

16 Congress who attended such functions and members of

17 the State Department.

is Q. Which members of Congress do you recall

19 attending?

20 A. Senator Percy is an ex-member of

21 Congress. I remember seeing Senator Percy.

-2 Q. Any members of the Maryland delegation?

NVW 11 CO. *-.
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A. No. Not when I was there at least. I

didn't see any if they were there.

Q. Any other members attending that you

remember?

A. I know there were some members of

Congress. I just offhand don't remember who was

there from different states. I don't have any

specific recollection.

Q. Have you heard of the Indian Caucus?

A. Where?

Q. In Congress.

A. Yes.

Q. What is that?

A. I assume it's a group of members of

Congress who kind of banned together to exchange

information, support the Indian relationship with

the U.S.

Q. Who are the members of that group?

A. I don't know.

of in the

name eithe

• I

I know somebody from New Jersey is kind

forefront of that, but I don't recall his

r.

UIlu 53J1 C,,$
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1 He was in the forefront of that I should

2 say more accurately.

3 Q. Who was that?

4 A. I just said I don't recall his name.

5 Somebody from New Jersey was in the forefront of

6 that as I remember.

7 Q. Because you said he was at the forefront.

8 A. Well, I can't say if he is right now.I

9 don't know if it exists right now.

10 Q. Who was the individual at the embassy

11 that was a liaison or contact person with regard to

* 12 political affairs?

13 Was there someone that was following the

14 issues in Congress?

15 MS. WILLIS: Objection.

16 Time frame?

17 BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

18 Q. Well, who in the embassy has a position

19 for that? Is it the Minister of Community Affairs?

20 A. I doubt that. I doubt that.

21 No. I think somebody else would have

22 that responsibility and let the Community Affairs
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. Minister know what is happening. Because, of

2 course, observing congressional activities is on an

3 ongoing basis and . don't belleve that the Minister

4 of Community Relations would have enough time to do

5 that.

Q. Who then wou d be the logical person to

-7 do that?

8 A. : don't know. I'm sure there is someone

9 assigned such responsibility.

10 Q. a goina to ac back a bit to the India

11 Forum annua Iinner, w.C. you said was held either

12 July or August, and the india Independence Day,

13 which is August 15th.

14 It's always on that date, isn't it?

15 A. Yes. Just like the Fourth of July is

16 always on the Fourth of July.

17 Q. Now, using that date as a reference

18 point, I am looking at the printout of a calendar

19 for August 15th of 1994 and showing it to you.

20 August 15th was a Monday in '94.

21 Would the India Forum annual dinner have

22 been held before that?

AUf
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1 A. Possibly.

2 Q. Would it have been held on the weekend?

3 A. It was always held on a Saturday.

4 Q. Always held on a Saturday?

5 A. Yes.

6 Q. Could it have been held on a Saturday

7 near August 15th?

8 In other words, Saturday, August the 6th?

9 A. It could have been. I don't have a

10 specific recollection.

11 Q. Well, was it more likely to have been

12 held closer to August 15th than some other date?

13 A. Not necessarily.

14 Q. Is it more likely to have been held

) 15 before August 15th than after August 15th?

16 A. Yes. I would think so.

17 Q. Before August 15th?

18 A. Yes.

19 Q. The India Forum, of course, would

20 organize it, but who would put it together?

21 Who was the individual in the Forum that

22 would put it together?
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A. Whoever was the President of the Board of

the India Forum that year.

Q. Was it more likely that the banquet would

have been held in August rather than July?

A. I don't know more likely or less likely.

It would be held sometime in either July or August.

Q. Is it more likely that it was held

after?

I am showing you again July '94.

independence Day was Monday, the 4th.

Was it more likely to have been held

after the 4th, between the 4th and August the 15th?

A. I don't know how to answer this

likelihood question. Likelihood is based on what?

Q. Well, I am trying to jog your memory.

A. I don't have a memory of any specific

date. It's either held in July or August.

Q. Is the date selected on the basis of a

third Saturday or fourth Saturday?

A. No. It's on the basis of availability of

the World Trade Center where it's held on a

Saturday.
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In the last fz-r or five years.

So many pep:ie have come and gone I
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ing forward, who prcv.ided the secretarial

the administrative assistance?
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i~ i : i:, ' ,,: ,¢ - <P" <

I



. pje

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

0

capacity?

A.

Q.

Ann Mileham worked there.

Who was the law intern during that time

in '93?

A.

Q.

I didn't have

That year you

any interns.

didn't have an intern, in

'93?

I didn't have any interns ever.

Q. Okay.

What about in '94? Who worked there in a

clerical capacity?

A. Rose Osborne.

Q. And Ann Mileham as well?

A. I don't know. She worked really for a

brief period for me. I don't know whether she was

still there in '94 or not. I don't recall

specifically.

Q. Did you work for any temporary period

with attorneys during that time on a contract

basis?

I'm not sure I understand the question.

Not as a full time partner, but someone

o~.e 2W.
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1. that would be working with you for a temporary time

2 period on a project.

3 Or you worked strictly on your own?

4 A. No. I had other people work with me as

5 attorneys. Right.

Q. Not in your office though?

A. In my office.

a Q. In your office. That is what I am

9 asking.

i Who are those people that worked with

-1 you?

12 A. Indra Seunarine worked for me for awhile.

13 Joyce Seunarine worked in my office.

14 Q. Is it the same family?

15 A. Yes.

16 That was awhile ago.

17 Q. When was that?

18 A. That would be back in '87.

19 I don't believe anybody else was there in

20 '94.

21 Q. Was your practice limited to immigration

22 law?

ai@St
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A. No.

Q. What other areas?

A. General civil practice.

Q. You mentioned earlier wcrk'na in the

Finance Committee for various can.:ia:es or

incumbents.

As far as the clerical paperwcrk in--. ved

with fund-raising, who in the office helped wit.

that?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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16

17

18

19

20

21

22

.cecple "nvc. e -.

wnat you. are

Q. The question was, what kind of work

related to the fund-raising that you carried out in

your office?

A. That involved my office staff?

Q. Yes.

A. None other than if occasionally I was

going to transmit checks that I had received, the

secretary would type out a transmittal letter and

transmit the checks.

Yes. We did that for Clinton. We did

A. There were no o..er-oa.

fund-raising. So, I am no: sure

asking.

)
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that for Dukakis. We did that for Governor

Schaefer. I forgot Governor Schaefer. And

Governor Glendening.

Q. what other correspondence did the office

staff handle? In addition to the transmittal

letters,

A .

Q.-

letters.

what other correspondence relating to it?

Related to what?

To the fund-raising. Solicitation

A. I never solicited for political

purposes. No. I recommended candidates.

Q. How did individuals know then to send the

checks to your office?

A. Well, that assumes they all sent checks

to my office, doesn't it?

Q. You said that on occasion with regard to

Clinton, Dukakis and Schaffer office staff prepared

a transmittal letter.

A. For the checks I had received.

Q. Yes. That is what I mean.

A. That doesn't mean all checks were sent to

mie.
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Q. Well, the checks that were received in

your office.

A. Right.

Q. How did you make the recommendations to

people to support candidates?

A. Here is a candidate worthy of your

support. if you want to support, either send it

directly or send it to me and I will take care of

sending to them.

Q. Was that communication made

telephonically?

A. Generally or verbally. You know,

face-to-face.

Q. And also by letter?

A. I don't recall sending any letters like

that.

Q. You briefly mentioned visitors to your

office. You mentioned the Ambassador, I believe it

was Karan Singh, that visited your office once.

A. Yes.

Q. That was in connection with another visit

he was having to the Baltimore Sun?

NZLM mmw
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1 A. Board of Editors.

2 Q. Board of Editors.

3 What date was that?

4 A. 1 don't know.

5 Q. What year was that?

6 A. I guess it was in the nineties some time,

7 but I don't recall exactly.

8 Q. When was he Ambassador? During what time

9 period?

10 A. If I could recall that, I would be able

11 to pinpoint the previous question.

12 Q. You mentioned he was going to the Sun.

13 That was in connection with what activity?

14 A. Only he can tell you.

15 Q. You stated that Mr. Devendra Singh had

16 been to your office a couple of times.

17 During what occasions did he come by your

18 office?

19 A. Well, I will say the same thing again.

20 He was doing something else in the Baltimore area

21 and happened to have some time, so he stopped by at

22 my office.
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1 Q. Did he call ahead of time to make an

2 appointment?

3 A. He called while he was here to let me

4 know he was in town and if he could stop by.

5 Q. So the call was made when he was already

6 in the area?

7 A. As I recall. Yes.

8 Q. And that was the usual practice for him

9 to make a call while he was in the area?

10 A. Not necessarily.

12.Q. On some occasions did he call ahead of

12 time?

13 A. Yes. He did. To say that he was going

14 to be in the area.

-)15 Q. Going back to 93/94, which occasion did

16 Mr. Singh visit your office during that time?

17 A. I don't recall any specific occasion.I

18 think he was attending some meetings in the

19 Baltimore area during the 93/94 period and he did

20 stop by to see me.

21 Q. What were those meetings regarding?

22 A. Just to say hello, see how things are

Adam A* dAN~hit * 0k
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1 going.

2 Q. No. What were the meetings that he was

3 attending?

4 A. I don't know.

5 Q. Would he usually come in the morning or

6 in the afternoon?

7 A. Afternoon.

8 Sometime in the morning, I guess. I

9 don't know.

10 Q. How long would he stay when he would

11 come?

12 A. A half hour. An hour.

13 Q. If he came in the afternoon, would he

14 stay sometime for dinner or for social activities

15 afterwards?

16 A. If he did on his own, I have no idea.

17 Q. Did he ever go with you to the Akbar

18 Restaurant?

19 A. Might have. I don't know. I don't have

20 a specific recollection of him going to the Akbar

21 Restaurant with me.

22 Q. Do you recall going to other restaurants

*4A ~a ~
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1 in Baltimore with him?

2 A. I didn't say I had gone to any. So, what

3 other?

4 Q. I forgot to ask for a clarification

5 earlier about the India Forum.

6 I asked if the India Forum for Political

7 Education was a separate group, a separate entity,

8 a separate organization.

9 A. What are you talking about?

10 Q. We mentioned two organizations, the India

11 Forum and then the India Forum for Political

12 Education.

13 A. Who mentioned that?

14 Q. I did.

)15 A. I did not.

16 Q. No.

17 My question to you is if you know what

18 the India Forum for Political Education is?

19 A. Never heard of it.

20 Does it exist? This is the first time 1

21 am hearing of it.

22 Q. Can you describe generally what were your

U
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1 activities with regard to the federal elections in

2 1994?

3 A. Just to support the candidates who I

4 thought were worthy of support.

5Q. Well, when did you begin your work on

6 behalf Cf federal candidates in 1994?

7 A. Probably about early '94.

8. Excuse me?

9 A. Probably about early '94.

Q. What did you do in preparation for that?

1i A. & did not do anything in particular.

12 They just invited me to become a member of the

13 Finance Committee and if I thought I wanted to

14 support them, I joined the Finance Committee.

15 Q. Which individual's Finance Committee?

16 A. I believe Senator Sarbanes Finance

17 Committee I joined maybe about mid-94.

18 Q. In conjunction with your joining the

19 Finance Committee for Sarbanes what sort of work

20 were you doing for him?

21 A. I guess encouraged people to contribute

22 to him.
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Q. What form did that take?

A. Just talking to friends.

Q. In what forum was the word put out?

A. I'm not sure I understand that.

Q. In what settings, in what various

settings, did you encourage people to contribute?

A. As I went around in different meetings or

different forums if I happened to see friends of

mine who I thought would be likely to support, I

would approach them and ask them to support.

If there was any fund-raising events

organized by the campaign with tickets to the

political fund-raising events, then I would try to

persuade them to buy those tickets.

I said earlier I did not seek anything in

writing. I may have transmitted some tickets in

writing to events like that.

Q. Transmitted tickets to friends?

A. Yes. Asking them to buy them. It's

possible. Yes.

Q. Which friends did you transmit some of

these invitations to?

muO wxuPS"ms CO. .e .
"7C lm m. .M. :-



. pje 8
1 A. I don't know. I couldn't tell you right

2 now.

3 I am just saying if I did write to

4 anyone, it would most likely be in connection with

5 sending tickets like that to some fund-raising

6 events urging them to buy those tickets.

7 I'm not saying I did it. If I did it,

8 that would be a likely context.

9 Q. You said you would encourage people to

10 make contributions or support a candidate in

11 various settings, including meetings.

*12 What type of meetings?

13 A. I have attended so many meetings that

14 it's impossible for me to pinpoint any particular

15 meeting. It could be a prayer meeting where I meet

16 people. It could be a professional gathering where

17 I meet people. It could be just running into then

18 on the street. I don't know.

19 Q. How was the word put out within the

20 Indian American community as far as supporting

21 candidates?

22 A. Through word of mouth. By telling people

N1 IOflU a . C. * MC,
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1 if they wanted to help me, they would tell their

2 friends.

3 Q. Which people did you go to as far as in

4 support of telling them to tell other people to

5 support candidates? Which people did you go to?

6 A. As many as I could. I can't say any in

7 particular.

8 Q. Do you recall some of the people that you

9 went to, some of the names?

10 A. I don't want to be selective about it.

11 It's unfair to them and to others if I try to be

12 selective about that.

13 All my friends.

14 Q. Which other candidates on whose behalf

15 were you active in the federal arena in '94?

16 A. Which other meaning?

17 Q. You already mentioned Sarbanes.

18 A. Right.

19 Q. Which other candidates or incumbents?

20 A. Well, locally not too many others faced

21 any strong opposition that I can recall right now.

22 There was not a big race going on back then.

MC
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1 Q. What about other congressional races in

2 Maryland?

3 A. Well, in the Sixth Congressional District

4 an Indian American was running seeking the

5 nomination of the Democratic Party by the name of

6 Mr. Dhilon, D-H-I-L-O-N, and he sought out my

7 help. That was an important race for him.

8 Q. When did you become involved with

9 Mr. Dhilon's candidacy?

10 A. He came to see me sometime in June of

11 '94, I think. Again, I'm not that clear on

12 dates. Sometime in mid 94.

13 The election was in November, so a few

14 months before that he came to see me.

) 15 Q. Which other federal candidates were you

16 actively involved in supporting?

17 A. I don't think there are too many other

18 districts in Maryland that I have much of an

19 involvement other than telling friends who I liked

20 and who I particularly want to be involved with.

21 Q. How much of your time was spent in the

22 portion of working with federal candidates in 1994,

CO. meC.
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as opposed to Glendening, working in the Glendening

campaign?

A. Only a fraction of my time for federal.

Q. Only a fraction of your time?

A. Right.

Q. Was that considerably less time than you

had spent in the past for federal candidates?

A. Yes.

Q. How did you go about maximizing the

little time that you had with regard to federal

candidates?

What was your approach?

A. Maximizing in what way?

Q. Given that you had so very little time

for federal activities because you were working

with the Glendening campaign, what approach or

method did you use with the little time that you

had to maximize that?

MS. WILLIS: Objection. He never said he

maximized his time.

MS. DILLENSEGER: I will ask the

question.

PaLZM Cc-RI3 I0 I=*
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1 BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

2 Q. With the little time that you had, what

3 did you do with that?

4 A. Urged my friends to give support.

5 Q. Did you do anything differently in '94 as

6 far as urging people to support federal candidates

7 because of the time crunch?

8 A. The time crunch had nothing to do with

9 who I wanted to support or did not want to support.

I0 Q. Not the person that you would support or

ii not, but what you normally would do if you had more

12 time, in other words.

13 A. I would do the same thing to a greater

14 extent, which was to urge my friends to support the

15 candidates. If I had more time, I would just be

16 able to reach more friends.

17 Q. But you are saying that in 1994 you had

18 very little time to spend in federal activities

19 generally.

20 A. Less than if I did not have the

21 responsibilities of the Glendening campaign.

22 Q. Did your office staff therefore become

5.7W M Ma cb # .1t
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1 more involved with the paperwork involved with the

2 checks, contribution checks, because you were more

3 active in the Glendening campaign?

4 A. Well, there had to be paperwork to be

5 sent to the Glendening campaign office which had to

6 be handled by the office staff, which was not the

7 case in previous elections.

8 Yes. It was more than previous

9 el1e ct io ns.

10 Q. Did the office staff assume more

11 responsibility with regard to the processing of

12 campaign fund-raising for federal candidates?)

13 A. My staff was never involved in

14 fund-raising more or less. It was never involved

15 in fund-raising.

16 Q. You said you were urging people to

17 support candidates and you did less of it because

18 you had less time.

19 A. No. I did not say that. But go ahead.

20 Q. Did you, therefore, rely on other people

21 to spread the word for you to support candidates,

22 federal candidates?
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A. I relied as much as I could on everybody.

Q. So, on which individuals did you rely

upon to spread the word?

A. All my friends.

Q. Which friends in particular?

A. I can't single out anybody.

Q. Well, I am not asking you to single out

anybody. I am just asking you to name some

friends.

A. That wouldn't be appropriate because I

asked all my friends and then if I leave out

somebody, I am saying they are not my friends.

Q. Which then were some of the people that

you didn't necessarily ask, but that passed the

word on to other people that made contributions?

A. That is a very general question. Can you

specify that?

Q. Okay. I will ask you directly.

In 1994 please state the names of the

individuals you asked to help you solicit

contributions.

A. I solicited contributions. I did not ask

XIR W D 00. 1
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1 anyone to solicit contributions. If the word

2 "solicitation" is appropriate. I like to use the

3 words that I encouraged my friends to contribute.

4 Q. You are saying it's a large group of

5 people we are dealing with here, correct?

6 A. It's pretty large.

7 Q. Do you know a Mr. Vinay Wahi?

8 A. Yes.

9 Q. How do you know him?

10 A. He is owner of the Akbar Restaurant in

11 Baltimore and a friend and a client.

12 Q. Do you have any business relationship?

13 A. And a client.

14 Q. How long have you known Mr. Wahi?

) 15 A. I would say more than ten years.

16 I should more accurately say as long as

17 he has owned the restaurant, if that is more than

18 ten years.

19 Q. Do you have a business interest in the

20 restaurant as well?

21 A. No.

22 Q. In 1994 did you approach Mr. Wahi with

.. ,iA". U w.i 8 o *, 2IW
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1 regard to support of candidates?

2 A. Yes.

3 Q. What did you say to him?

4 A. That I wanted him to consider supporting

5 certain candidates.

6 Q. And what did he say?

7 A. I don't recall what he said.

8 Q. Did you ask him to spread the word to

9 others to support candidates?

10 A. I don't remember asking him to spread the

11 word in the sense of telling his customers who come

12 in there.

13 Q. Did you ask him to ask his employees to

14 contribute?

15 A. I didn't ask him to ask anyone in

16 specific to contribute.

17 Q. Not in specific, but in general? Did you

18 ask him in general?

19 A. I asked him to have as many people as

20 possible contribute in general. Right.

21 Q. And in connection with that, what other

22 things were told to him about the actual making of

ski V,.
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1 the contributions?

2 A. I don't remember that.

3 Q. Did you give him any instructions about

4 collecting contributions or contribution checks and

5 sending them to your office?

6 A. I might have. I don't recall that.

7 Q. You said he was the owner of the Akbar

8 Restaurant.

9 A. He is one of the owners. He is not the

10 only owner.

11 Q. one of the owners.

012 Did employees of the restaurant

13 contribute?

14 A. That is what I am told subsequently.

15 Q. And they were solicited by whom? They

16 were asked to contribute by which individual?

17 A. I don't know.

1s Q. The checks from the Akbar Restaurant

19 employees, were they received at your office?

20 A. My office received checks. I didn't know

21 what the occupation of the people were when we

22 received the checks. Subsequently we found out.
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Q. And the checks were to be sent where?

A. What checks?

Q. The checks that were received from the

Akbar employees.

A. Who were they made out to?

Q. That is the question.

Do you know who they were made out to?

A. I don't recall right now. No.

Q. What do you know about the checks from

the Akbar employees which your office received?

A. I am sure they were transmitted to the

appropriate place.

Q. What do you mean?

A. Whoever was supposed to receive them.

Q. What role did your office play in

processing those checks?

A. Transmitted them.

Q. What does that mean in practical terms?

A. Putting them in an Airmail Express,

Airborne Express, envelope and addressing them to

wherever they are supposed to go.

Q. What other correspondence was involved in



. pje I~f

1 that?

2 A. I don't recall if there was any.

3 Q. Was there a cover letter?

4 A. I don't recall.

5 Q. So you are saying checks were just put in

6 an envelope and sent out like that?

7 A. No. Usually there is a transmittal

8 letter that goes with that.

9 Q. Yes. And who signs that letter?

10 A. Usually my secretary will sign my name to

-- 11 most of that correspondence, transmittal letters.

12 Q. Would your secretary show you the checks?

13 A. No. Not necessarily. Not necessarily.

14 Q. So, what would be the standard procedures

15 for checks that were coming in to your office?

16 A. To make a copy and then to transmit them

17 to whoever should be receiving them.

18 Q. Make copies of the checks and prepare a

19 transmittal letter?

20 A. Yes. Prepare a transmittal letter.

21 Q. Would there be a listing of the names of

22 the individuals and the amount that was

NOMM 11I 111 13 D. Ut
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1 contributed?

2 A. On the transmittal letter?

3 Q. YeB. On the transmittal letter.

4 A. I would think so.

5 Q. And when this was done this was presented

6 to you for review?

7 A. No.

8 Q. So, is it your testimony that you had no

9 knowledge or had no involvement at all with these

10 checks that would come into your office and then

11 would leave your office?

12 A. I did not say I had no involvement

13 because they came there because of me, because of

14 my urging people. I had significant involvement in

) 15 obtaining them. But in the clerical work of

16 transmitting them I had very little involvement.

17 Yes. That is my statement.

18 Q. But you knew which individuals had sent

19 in the checks, of course.

20 A. Not necessarily at the time. No.

21 Q. Well, during 1994, the time period that

22 we are looking at, the checks that would come in
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1 for federal candidates, what was your procedure for

2 handling the checks?

3 A. Make copies and transmit them with a

4 transmittal letter. That is what my secretary

5 would do.

6 Q. Did your secretary present you with a

7 copy of the people who had given?

8 A. She would put them in the file. Yes.

9 Obviously the file was available to me to look at.

10 Q. Do you know Mr. Satish Bah!?

11 A. Yes.

12 Q. How do you know him?

13 A. He is also one of the owners of the Akbar

14 Restaurant.

15 Q. He is a co-owner with Mr. Wahi?

16 A. That is correct.

17 Q. How long have you known him?

18 A. For many years.

19 Q. As long as you have known Mr. Wahi?

20 A. Longer.

21 Q. Did you approach Mr. Bahl in P94 urging

22 him to support federal candidates?

NIUJ A=: W&. - RD.,
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A. I don't have any specific recollection of

approaching him.

Q. Did you stop at the Akbar Restaurant

during that '94 time period?

A. Yes.

Q. Did you at that time speak to Mr. Bahl

regarding the supporting of candidates?

A. I would imagine so.

Q. Did you tell him the same thing that you

told Mr. Wahi, to ask others to support candidates?

A. I don't recall exactly what I said to

him.

Q. Did you say something to that effect?

A. I really don't recall what I said. So,

there is no sense in my guessing.

Q. How many Akbar Restaurants are there?

A. There are three.

Q. There are three.

Who are the owners? Do you know who the

owners are for the Akbar Restaurants?

A. Mr. Wahi and Mr. Bahl.

Q. So, Mr. Wahi and Mr. Bahl are owners of

CD.. uL~I
i
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all three restaurants?

A. Yes. That is my understanding.

Q. Is there any other owner or part owner of

those restaurants?

A. I don't know.

At one point I think there was, but I

don't believe that now.

Q. You stated there were checks coming in

from employees of Akbar Restaurants.

A. I didn't say that.

Q. You didn't say that?

A. No. You said that.

Q. Well, I asked you if there were Akbar

employees that had made contributions.

A. I said I subsequently found out.

Q. When did you find out?

A. After the transmittal. After I received

them and transmitted them.

Q. After you received them in your office?

A. Right.

Q. Do you know Uday Gadhia?

A. Yes.
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1 Q. How do you know him?

2 A. He is my nephew.

3 Q. Was Uday Gadhia one of the individuals

4 you spoke to about supporting federal candidates?

5 A. Yes.

6 Q. What did you say to him?

7 A. The same. Would you consider supporting

8 some candidates?

9 Q. What else did you tell him?

I0 A. Get his friends to support the

11 candidates.

12 Q. What else did you tell him?

13 What else did you say about how they

14 could support the candidates?

15 A. By contributing.

16 Q. What else was said in connection with the

17 contributions?

18 Do you recall anything else that you said

19 with regard to the contributions?

20 A. That he would be reimbursed.

21 Q. That he would be reimbursed. Who?

22 A. That the contributions would be

MJU~?~ 0.0 U -.
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reimbursed.

Q. So, that was said to Mr. --

A. Let's get to the substance of it.

Q. Yes. I am trying to establish what you

know.

A. I pleaded guilty to it.

Actually, I have not pleaded guilty to

reimbursements.

Q. So you told Mr. Uday Gadhia that he would

be reimbursed?

A. He would be reimbursed. That is right.

Q. And you said the same to Mr. Wahi and

Mr. Bahl?

A. Yes.

Q. How did you tell them that this would

happen, the reimbursement?

A. I would reimburse them.

Q. You said I would reimburse them. By that

you mean?

A. Well, actually I gave them money in

advance to get the checks.

Q. Did you give them the money at the time

inoai~ ~. U
A
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1 you approached them?

2 A. Yes.

3 Q. How much money did you give Mr. Wahi?

4 A. I don't recall the specific amounts.

5 Q. How much money would you have at that

6 time to give him?

7 A. Which time?

8 Q. The time you approached Mr. Wahi.

9 A. When I approached Mr. Wahi?

10 Q. Yes.

11 A. I received, for instance, two

12 installments, one was 40,000, another was 20,000.

13 So, this was probably part of the 40,000.

14 Q. When was the first installment received?

15 A. Sometime in October, I believe. Maybe

16 September, early October. I think early October,

17 if I'm not mistaken. I can't be very epecific

18 about the dates.

19 Q. How was the money received? In what

20 form?

21 A. In cash.

22 Q. In cash. But how did you get it?
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1 A. At a meeting with Mr. Devendra Singh.

2 Q. Where was the meeting?

3 A. In Laurel.

Q. Laurel?

5 A. Yes. Laurel, Maryland.

6 Where in Laurel?

7 A. The Holiday Inn.

8 Q. How did you happen to meet Mr. Singh

9 during that time in Laurel?

I0 Who set up the meeting?

A. We mutually set up the meeting. He

12 wanted to meet with me. Since he was in Washington

13 and I am in Baltimore, that is a convenient

14 midpoint.

15 Q. Did he tell you what he wanted to meet

16 you about?

17 A. I had a vague idea.

18 Q. Why did you have a vague idea?

19 A. From the earlier conversation I had with

20 him.

21 Q. So, going back to the earlier

22 conversation, can you take me to the first

oQ
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Q. Of 90?

A. Yes. August/September '94.

like that. I can't be specific about

Roughly that period.

Q. What was the upshot of that

meeting?

Something

the dates.

first

A. After I said that, yes, I would be able

to use some resources if made available, he said,

K1 UR00B(., uRC.UziM M - CO. M.
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conversation you had with him about this?

A. He asked me if -- I am trying to be

precise about it. It was a long time ago, the

conversation, but an important conversation.

He knew that I was active in supporting

different candidates locally and that - was trying

to raise money within the Indian American community

and that not a whole lot was forthcoming as much as

I would have liked. He asked if I could use any

help in raising money, you know, use money :f it

was available, and I said, yes.

Q. When was that conversation?

A. Probably in September sometime I would
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okay, I will call you. The next time when he

called me I kind of vaguely thought that was the

reason why he was calling me.

excha

that

meeti

Obvio

make

calle

that

in Se

at some

Q.

Q. When was the next call or the next

nge? Was that a week after?

How many days after the first meeting

you had with Mr. Singh did he call you back?

A. Well, let's not call it the first

ng. That is not the first time I met him.

usly, I had an ongoing relationship.

This was the first time he proposed to

some resources available. After that when he

d I realized, by putting it in context, that

was the nature of the call.

Q. Where was the meeting held, that meeting

ptember '94?

A. The restaurant in the Holiday Inn.

Q. This was also in Laurel?

A. No. The first meeting was in Washington

event. I don't remember.

It was some event.

Was it an embassy event?

m
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A. I can't be specific because I have no

specific recollection of that.

Q. So this was during a social gathering?

A. Some gathering somewhere where he took

to the side and asked me -- well, no. It wasn't

that way. It was at the end of some luncheon

meeting that had and as I was walking back to

car that is where this conversation took place,

at any particular gathering. I take that back.

Q. Who put on the luncheon meeting? What

was 1it In re.ation to?

A. It was just a casual

don't even recall who else was

Q. So, it was just --

A. Three or four people

luncheon.

Q. Were there any other

that function?

A. No.

Q. You said a call came

afterwards?

A. Subsequently. And I

social luncheon.

there.

m

my

not

I

luncheon, not a big

embassy people at

in sometime

kind of connected
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that maybe that is the reason why he is calling me.

Q. What did he say in the call?

A. That he would like to meet.

Q. He would like to meet. Okay.

A. I said, fine.

Q. And then what happened?

A. I arranged a breakfast meeting at the

Holiday Inn restaurant in Laurel.

Q. Does he live in Laurel or lived at the

time?

A. No. He didn't.

Q. Does he know anybody in Laurel?

Was there any reason why Laurel?

A. I suggested Laurel.

Q. You suggested Laurel?

A. I suggested the Holiday Inn in Laurel

because I didn't want to drive to Washington.

0. But there was no other reason that it

would have been in Laurel except for the

convenience?

A. That is right. My convenience.

0. So, that meeting in Laurel was when?

7.C "O -
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Do you recall?.

A. Probably late September, early October.

I'm not sure. I would say about that time.

Q. What took place then when you met at the

Holiday Inn?

A. He gave me an envelope with $40,000.

Q. What was said in connection with that?

A. To channel it to appropriate candidates

in the federal election, the upcoming '94 federal

election.

Q. What did you say when you were handed the

envelope?

A. The only thing I wanted to know was if it

was government money, and he said, no. That was

good enough. I didn't want to know anything more

about it.

Q. what do you mean you asked him if this

was government money?

A. If it was money of the government of

India

0.

A .

You asked him that?

Right.

MUM1 331OU 000 IC.
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1 Q. what was his response?

2 A. No.

3 Q. Did he say anything else in connection

4 with the source of the money?

5 A. No. I did not ask him any further about

6 that source of the money.

7 Q. Was this someone of means, this

8 Mr. Singh? What was your impression of his

9 financial situation? Do you know?

10 A. I don't know his finances.

-*11 Q. What else was in the envelope?

12 A. Nothing.

13 Q. And the money was in what format or

14"14 denominations?

15 A. $100 denominations.

16 Q. After you took the envelope you asked a

17 question about whether it was government money and

18 he said no?

19 A. That is correct.

20 Q. And then what was the rest of the

21 conversation?

22 A. Just essentially, I guess, about what I

MIA-= 3QPR 0..R Co.
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1 was going to do with it. I said that there is this

2 PAC started by some young Indian Americans who were

3 struggling for money and I was going to offer it.

4 You know, I was going to channel it to that PAC.

5 Q. And then what did he say?

6 A. He left that decision up to me.

7 Q. Did he give instructions about notifying

8 him as to what the outcome or the disposition was?

9 A. No. Just obviously he wanted to know

10 what was being done with it. That is all.

11 Q. How did you know it was 40,000 in the

*12 envelope?

13 A. He told me.

14 Q. He said there is 40,000 in the envelope?

is1 A. Right.

16 Q. Was there any kind of paper that came

17 with the money showing how much?

18 A. No.

19 Q. How long was this meeting in Laurel?

20 A. About an hour at the most. We ate

21 breakfast. If that long. I don't think it lasted

22 that long because I was in a hurry to do other

C . *rNA
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PAC

Let's back up. What do you mean by

approach?

Q. When were you in communication with the

PAC during t94 about fund-raising for the PAC?

When were you first in communication?

A. It would be around that same time. When

I knew that there was a possibility of obtaining

some money, I informed the PAC that I might be in

position to help them.

N~i~l3~21U .cooC
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things.

Q. So, right after the breakfast meeting

what did you do next then with the money or with

the envelope?

A. I took it with me and I guess approached

Mr. Wahi and gave him some, gave some to my nephew,

and I started asking for them to give me checks in

exchange.

Q. Did you approach Mr. Wahi and your nephew

and these others before you approached the PAC?

When was the approach to the PAC?

A. I had been in communication with the

1~
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1 Q. So, the meeting you said was late

2 September, early October. Let me pull out the

3 calendar again.

4 A. It won't do me any good because I don't

5 remember any dates. I can lcook at all of the

6 calendars and it Is just as blank to me as ever.

7 Q. Well, for examp le, - e eeting at the

8 Holiday Inn in Laurel, what day of the week would

9 that have been?

10 A. A weekday.

11 Q. That was a weekday?

0 12 A. Yes.

13 Q. Which day would that have been?

-¢ 14 A. I don't know.

15 Q. Would it have been the early part of the

16 week or the latter part of the week?

17 A. I donot have the slightest memory of that

18 other than it was a weekday. It was for sure not

19 Saturday or Sunday. That I can tell you.

20 Q. Okay.

21 THE WITNESS: Can we interrupt for a

22 minute? I need to go and use the restroom.

a*. -.Ca 1
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Q. I

under oath.

IS. DILLENSEGER:

)ff the record.

Recess.)

IS. DILLENSEGER:

Sure.

We are back on the
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A. Sure.

Q. Just to go back a little bit, you said

you had a meeting with Mr. Singh late September,

early October, where you first brought up making

available resources with regard to the campaign to

help congressional candidates.

A. No. I didn't say that. That was much

earlier.

Q. Much earlier. I am sorry. Yes.

A. About a month or so earlier.

Q. About a month earlier. Okay.

Prior to that time did you have any

discussion with Mr. Singh regarding candidates and

elections?

'(A

mum~ A MIk Co.* SM
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would remind you that you are still
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1 A. You know, that is a general question,

2 candidates and elections. Yes. I had continued

3 discussions about candidates and elections with

4 everybody I meet.

5 Q. I understand.

A So, it's fair to assume, because you have

7 had conversations with just about everybody

6 regarding elections and candidates, that you had

9 similar conversations with Mr. Singh?

A. Yes.

Q. When you were given the money in Laurel,

-* .2 did you that very same day or the day after begin

13 approaching people?

14 A. I don't know when after that I started

15 approaching, but soon thereafter. Yes.

16 The election was coming up soon. Money

17 had to get to support people in a timely fashion.

18 Otherwise it was useless.

19 Q. Where was the money kept? Where was the

20 cash kept?

21 A. With me.

22 Q. You kept it on your person?

.... t . ..
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1 A. No. I just kept it in my car.

2 Q. Kept it in your car?

3 A. Yes.

4 Q. For how long?

5 A. For a couple of days, guess.

6 Q. When you took :t cut sf your car where

7 did you put it?

8 A. I locked it and then kept it in my

9 office, I guess.

10 Q. Who else knew about -hat you had this

11 money with you?

0 12 A. Nobody else that can think of.

13 Q. When you took it to your office to lock

14 it, was any other office staff involved in that?

15 A. No.

16 Q. You mentioned then you started

17 approaching people and you would give them some of

18 the money for reimbursement.

19 How did you keep a reckoning or

20 accounting of how much was given to various

21 individuals?

22 A. Just scribbles. You know, notes I

W InhIU



. pje 121

1 scribbled on a piece of paper.

2 Q. Did you have a plan of people you would

3 approach and when?

4 A. Not really.

5 Q. Who was the first person that you

6 approached?

7 A. I couldn't tell you.

8 Q. Now, the fact that you were approaching

9 various people and handing out this money, did you

10 have any concern that somebody would say something

11 to someone else about it?

12 A. Not really. I wasn't paying that much

13 attention to it to begin with.)

14 Q. Why not?

) 15 A. Because I was busy with a campaign that I

16 considered very important, the Governor's campaign.

17 I was paying less attention to this than

18 Mr. Gingrich was paying to what his involvement was

19 in.

20 0. What was your response to people that

21 raised concern about the legality of the

22 reimbursement?

AU
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1 A. I don't remember if anyone raised the

2 question or not. I don't remember right now.

3 Q. Do you remember any instance where

4 somebody raised a question about whether this was

5 'Legitimate?

6 A. They might have. I don't remember.

2 Q. Well, what was your response if someone

8 might have raised that?

9 A. I don't really recall my response

:0 either. I probably said don't worry about it or

::something like that.

112 Q. Let me see if I understand correctly.

i3 You had this large amount of money that

14 you were passing out to various individuals and you

15 did not really have a concern about that becoming

16 knlown, the fact of this reimbursement?

17 A. Could we go back to your question?

is You said I had a large amount of money

19 that nobody knew about and I had concern about

20 that.

21 Q. Yes.

22 A. I don't follow that.

NIL 1~Z~ . ~INO
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1 Q. Not the fact that you had large amounts

2 of money, but the fact that you were passing out

3 the money, reimbursing peopl.e for their

4 contributions.

5 A. T actually was giving them an advance,

6 not reimbursing them. The checks came after I gave

7 the money, not the other way arocund.

8 Q. What do you mean by that?

9 You didn't see anything wrong with that

10 then? Is that what you aresang

11 A. W e '" m a ybe s shou Id ha ve. Obviously, I

12 have been through enough because of it.

13 I frankly just wasn't thinking much about

14 it at the time. My mind was preoccupied with a lot

15 of other things.

16 Q. You said this was a first installment.

17 When was the next tine that you had an

18 exchange with Mr. Singh?

19 A. Probably two or three weeks later.

20 Q. And how did that come about?

21 A. Same way.

22 Q. Did he call you?

~.. R~~
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A. He asked me if I could use more and I

said, yes, I thought so.

Q. By the time he called you had you

expended already the money that he had given you in

the first installment?

A. I doubt that. I don't remember that.

But certainly I had gone through more than half of

it to say, yes, I could use more.

Q. So, two or three weeks later he calls you

and asks you if you could use more and you said,

yes?

A. I said I think so.

Q. Then what happened after the

conversation?

A. We had another meeting at the same place

where he gave me another packet. It was $20,000.

Q. At the same place in Laurel?

A. Same place in Laurel.

Q. Was that on a weekday?

A. Yes. Also a weekday.

Q. Was that in October?

A. I think so.

MxL~a a z Co. IM,
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1 Q. Was it late October?

2 A. Late October. Yes.

3 Q. And so you had the meeting on a weekday

4 in Laurel late October and he gave you an envelope

5 with 20,000?

6 A. Yes.

7 Q. What was discussed at that time?

8 A. There was no particular discussion at

9 that time.

.0 Q. What did you talk about the second time?

11 A. I guess I informed him that I was

12 channeling it to the PAC and that I was making the

13 contributions through three different individuals

14 to the PAC and coordinating with the PAC as to who

15 should get the money.

16 Q. At that time had all the contributions

17 that were being reimbursed sent through the PAC, at

18 the time that you spoke with Mr. Singh?

19 A. I doubt it. I don't recall specifically,

20 but I don't think so.

21 Q. What was the thinking behind channeling

22 the contributions through the PAC first or through

xmwINma = t..,Az3
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1 the IALIF?

2 A. What do you mea-n first .

3 Q. What was the advantage cr thinking behind

4 having people send checks to the PAC versus sending

5 checks directly to the candidates?

6 A. The objective was to 7ake the PAC

7 stronger in visibility. -at was the sole

8 objective, to put the PAC cn kind of a road map so

9 that people would support it. Once the PAC was an

10 ongoing organizaticn that made some impact in

11 visibility, then hcpefully it woud attract on its

12 own contributions from indian Americans, which it

13 was unable to do up to that poInt.

14 So, it was just making its presence

15 felt. That is all. That was the sole objective of

16 the whole exercise.
N

17 Q. Now, not all of the money was used for

18 PAC contributions.

19 A. That is right.

20 Q. What was the rest of the money used for?

21 A. If you look at it carefully, that is

22 because I was running out of time, I didn't have

mx am ~emm -. -.
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1 enough time to send it to the PAC, the PAC to wait

2 until the checks cleared and then to make

3 contributions to the candidates for support by

4 Election Day. There wasn't sufficient time left.

5 So, then I decided to have people make

6 contributions directly. It was not the preferred

7 way.

8 Q. Did the individuals you approached

9 initially, Mr. Wahi and Mr. Bahl, did they give you

10 an accounting of those people that made

11 contributions?

012 A. They just sent me the checks, if that is

13 what you call accounting.

14 Q. Now, with the second installment, the

15 20,000, how was that amount determined or arrived

16 at?

17 A. By who?

18 Q. I am asking you how did Mr. Singh - -

19 A. I don't know. I guess that is what he

20 was able to come up with through whatever source

21 was coming up with it.

22 Q. Did you ask him the second time about the
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1 source of the money?

2 A. No.

3 Q. Do you know a Dr. Ramamurthy?

4 A. Yes.

Q. How do you know him?

A. He is a friend, client and my dentist.

7 Q. How long have you known him?

a A. A couple of years.

9 Q. Now, he was one of the individuals that

!C i was also approached to support candidates?

ii A. Yes.

0 :2 Q. How did he assist you with that?

13 A. The same way as Mr. Wahi did. I asked

14 him if he could give me checks for some amount of

15 money and I gave him that amount of money.

16 Q. I guess you gave him the money

17 beforehand, right?

18 A. I believe so.

19 Q. Do you know about how much?

20 A. No. I don't know that.

21 Q. Did you have any discussion with him

22 about where he would try to get people's support?

N.o Co .
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A. No.

Q. Did you follow

the reimbursements with Mr.

A. In what way?

Q. We>., did yo- ,;

call you and cnd::ate cez.

or did you call h: ?

A. & -th..k Ly the

Dr. Ramamurtny there was -z

the PAC and I be>.eve tna-

just persona.Y Contr "'e

wa-a-

e -hat

on that, on

r-y ?

n that

ne had

d.d he

approached

-e was ta'king to

t en m: e to send tc

- roe: n. :f he wo.:

-butions .rade

personally to different :and::dates, as best as I

can recall.

Q. Did you attend a function, social

function, that he had at hls house where people

were asked to contribute?

A. I didn't know he had a social function of

that kind. That is news.

Q. Did any individual who was reimbursed

come to your office and get reimbursed at your

office?

A. It's possible.

-74

I don't know. It' s
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1 possible.

2 Q. Was Ms. Osborne reimbursed at your

3 of fice?

4 A. Yes.

5 Q. She was given the money right at the

6 office itself?

7 A. Yes. She was.

8 Q. Did she handle any of the reimbursement

9 for people that came to your office?

10 A. I don't recall.

11 Q. Towards the end of October when there was

12 little time left to go through the PAC and people

13 were being asked to make direct contributions, how

14 did the process go with that? Did people come to

)15 the office? Did you call?

16 A. Some people might have come to my office

17 to pick up the money and others would call and ask

18 to meet me somewhere. Each one was different.

19 Q. Which are some of the names of people you

20 recall that you reimbursed from your office?

21 A. I couldn't say that. I would say very

22 few people, maybe hardly any. I don't know.
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I doubt it because

not ask Rose to handle that.

personally

Q.

approach y

contributi

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

B
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most of the time I did

I handled it

ut which people did you personally

urself and reimburse for their direct

ns?

I think you already

Dr. Ramamurthy?

Dr. Ramamurthy.

Uday Gadhia?

Yes.

Mr. Bahl?

Yes.

Vinay Wahi?

Yes.

Ms. Osborne?

Yes. Ms. Osborne.

Indra Seunarine?

Indra Seunarine. Y

Hementa Kole?

I'm sorry?

Hementa Kole. H-E-

mentioned some.

es.

M-E-N-T-A.
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A .

anything

Q.

A.

No. I don't believe I personally had

to do with him.

Pradeep Perera?

He did not need any reimbursement, as I

recall

1

2

3

4

5

16

17

8

9

10

21

12

13

14

15

16

17

is

19

20

21

22

Rajendra Sharma?

don't recall that either, any contact

Do you know Mr. Sharma?

I know him. : don't recall if anything

was mentioned to him or not. I don't recall.

Q. M. Surendra?

A. No. I don't recall.

Q. Sam Gupta?

A. He is quite well off and did not need

reimbursement, so he told me he would not take the

money.

Q. Did you approach him?

A. Yes. I approached him to get

contributions. He just made contributions.

Q. What did he say to you when you said you

would reimburse him?

\ ,~

N.

Q.

A.

with him

Q.

A.
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A .

big money.

Q.-

A.

He said, are you crazy? He said he makes

When was it you approached him?

Around the same time. I guess October

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

sometime.

Q. Was it in the latter part of October or

initial part of October?

A. I can't remember, but I guess the

latter. 'm not sure.

Q. How much had you asked him to make in

contributions?

A. A substantial amount.

Sam has always been a good supporter.

So, it could be 10 or 15,000 1 asked him to

contribute.

Q. Had he made contributions previously to

federal candidates?

A. I don't know. He can tell you.

Q. Why do you say that he was a good

supporter? In what way?

A. He had made substantial contributions to

state candidates.

xnu msu . Inrl.
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1. Q. What about Mr. and Mrs. Sudhir and Aruna

2 Trivedi?

3 A. They did not need any reimbursement

4 because they are also extremely well off and are

5 used to supporting candidates.

6 Q. You also approached him initially with

7 making a reimbursed contribution?

8 A. Yes. Sure. I was offering that to

9 everybody. Some needed it. Some didn't need it.

10 Q. You stated that Mr. Gupta made a

11 substantial amount in contributions for which he

*2 was not reimbursed; is that correct?

13 A. He was not reimbursed. No.

14 Q. For any of the contributions made?

)15 A. No.

16 Q. How was it decided then where the

17 contributions would go to, to which candidates, in

18 Mr. Gupta's case?

19 A. I essentially decided where it would go.

20 Q. So, did he give you a blank check or a

21 check?

22 A. Yes. He gave me checks signed by him and
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N

asked me to fill out the names of who I wanted.

Some of them I filled out. Some he filled out.

Q. What about the Trivedis?

A. What about them?

Q. Did they also decide where the checks

would go or did you make the decision?

A. I asked them where they should go. I

suggested to them who they should write to.

Q. And they made it out themselves?

A. I believe so. I don't believe that they

gave me blank checks. I think Sam was the only one

with whom I have a relationship that he gave me

blank checks and said, okay.

Q. Has he given you blank checks in the

past?

A.

campaigns

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

a.

Many times. And not for political

either.

For other donations? For other purposes?

For personal.

For personal?

Yes.

As a gift you mean?

MIA=~r 31R0co.. nc
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1 A. As a loan.

2 Q. As a loan.

3 A. Yes. A loan. If I needed to borrow

4 money from him, he would just sign it and give it

5 to me and say, okay, you fill in the amount.

6 Of course, with reason. If I filled in

7 a million dollars, that wouldn't be right.

8 Q. Which other individuals do you recall you

9 approached with a reimbursed contribution and they

10 decided that they would make it on their own

11 without?

12 A. If you give me the names, I will tell you

13 whether there was reimbursement or not that I can

14 recall.

)15 Q. What about Dr. Ramarnurthy?

16 A. Yes.

17 Q. He vas reimbursed?

18 A. Yes. He was reimbursed.

19 Q. Was it your practice at an earlier time

20 to reimburse contributions?

21 A. No.

22 Q. Why did you do it differently then for

411
~g $10m SALK3
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1 this fund-raiser?

2 A. Not for this fund-raiser. Let's go

3 back. Your question is misplaced.

4 What fund-raiser are we talking about?

5 Q. The October '94, November '94

6 fund-raiser.

7 Well, I use the word "fund-raiser", but

8 your solicitations of various individuals.

9 A. There was no fund-raiser. I specifically

10 wanted to help this particular PAC make its

11 presence known. So, when I was offered a source of

12 money that I could channel to that PAC, I decided

13 to take the opportunity to do that. That was the

14 sole reason.

15 Q. To go back to the checks from Mr. Gupta,

16 I just want to make it clear.

17 You are saying that he had given you

18 blank checks for contributions before the ones that

19 were given to you in October of '94?

20 A. I did not say that. I said for my

21 personal transactions he had given me checks

22 pursuant to a conversation where I would say, Sam,

0
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1 1 need to borrow $5,000 from him. He would just

2 sign the check and give it to me and expect me to

3 fill in the amount that I said I would fill in.

4 Q. So, for his political contributions

5 before that time he had always filled in the payee?

6 A. I guess so.

7 Q. So, why this time did he not fill it in?

8 A. He was in a hurry to go somewhere when I

9 saw him. So, he just handed me the checks and

10 said, why don't you take care of it because I am in

11 a hurry right now.

12 Q. So, the amount that was given to you,

13 that was a total of 60,000, correct?

14 A. Yes.

15 Q. All of it was used for reimbursement?

16 A. No. As I just told you, I did not need

17 to reimburse everybody. So. no. All of it was

18 not.

19 Q. How much was left over?

20 A. Probably about 15, 16.

21 Q. And where did that money go?

22 A. Back to Mr. Devendra Singh.
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Q. How did it go back to Mr. Singh?

A. Another meeting at the Holiday Inn when I

gave it back to him saying that this was not used.

Q. When was that meeting?

A. Sometime in November.

Q. Let me go back to make sure I have the

meetings with Mr. Singh correctly.

You said the first meeting regarding this

transaction took place at a luncheon sometime in

either late September or early October.

A. No. I did not say that.

Q. A month before that time?

A. That is right. Approximately. A few

weeks or a month. I'm not certain right now.

Q. A few weeks or a month.

And then the second meeting was in

Laurel, at the Holiday Inn in Laurel?

A. The first one was not a meeting. The

first was a conversation that took place after a

luncheon. The first meeting regarding this took

place in Laurel.

Q. And that was late September, early

MLzz X2ss"oai coo. mc.
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1

2

3

4

5

16

17

8

9

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

October

A.

recolle

where M

A.

Q.

meeting

A.

A.

Q.

took pl

frame?

A. R

Q. W

Mr. Singh?

A. S

Q. W

or meeting?

A. A

Q. M

the best of my

hange was a phone call

couLd use more money?

That is right, to

Then .-e t. r dexc

r. Singh asked :f yzu

Yes.

And you said, yes,

rn Laurel ?

7hat is r' gh-.

a --e t e -er?

M-dd.e t- :zae Cct

So, the sclicizati

ace in the C'ct00er e

was another

Cber.

ons and reimbursements

arly November time

oughly.

hen was the next exchange with

ometime in November.

hat form of exchange was that, telephone

nother meeting set up by telephone.

r. Singh contacted you or you contacted

and there

..

D

22



. pje

0

141

him?

A.

needed to

Q.

A.

Q.

No. This time I contacted him because I

return the money.

So, you agreed to meet in Laurel again?

Yes. Same place.

And you gave him the balance that was

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
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13

14
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A. That is right.

Q. 15 or 16,000 you said?

A. Yes. Roughly. Some odd amount. It

wasn't an even amount.

Q. It was an odd amount?

A. Meaning it's 14,600 or 15,400 or whatever

it was. I don't recall.

Q. What else was given back to him in

conjunction with the meeting? Was there any kind

of accounting or list?

A. No.

Q. What did he say at the meeting?

A. Well, he asked me how I thought

everything went. I said, well, all right, I

think. Obviously not.

tum 91 -NMm a- I .

left?

*1
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1 Q. Did he express any concern about who was

2 part of this?

3 A. He didn't know who was part of it. How

4 would he know?

5 Q. Did he ask you questions about who had

6 been approached?

7 A . No.

8 Q. What did you tell him that you would do

9 afterwards? What else was said?

10 A. Nothing.

11 Q. Nothing?

12 A. There was nothing I would do other than

13 send him a list of who was supporting to what

14 extent through this effort.

15 Q. Who paid for the meal at the Holiday

16 Inn? Who paid for the breakfast?

17 A. I don't recall.

18 Q. Was it paid for in cash?

19 A. I have no recollection of that.

20 Q. But you met for breakfast you said?

21 A. Yes. It's a few dollars. Item eggs and

22 coffee. I don't know who paid and how much.

mirn ~..



.* pje14
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correct?

A.

Q.

occasion?

You suggested the Holiday Inn in Laurel,

Yes.

Had you been there before on another

1
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there?

A. The first time, yes. I explained where

A. Well, I live here. I have lived here for

36 years. I have known of the Holiday Inn.

Yes. I have had meetings there, business

meetings, with people in the past.

Q. Did Mr. Singh drive up to Laurel on his

own or how did he get there?

A. I assume he did. I don't know.

Q. So he made it there on his own and you

just met him there?

A. That is right.

Q. Was he driven there by a chauffeur?

A. I don't know.

Q. He was there by himself?

A. Yes. He was there by himself.

Q. Did he need instructions on how to get

9

14
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1 it was.

2 Q. So, at the meeting in November you meet

3 in Laurel and you return the money and then what

4 happens after that?

5 A. What do you mean?

6 Q. Well, when is your next exchange with

7 him?

8 A. The next exchange was to say good-bye to

9 him at somebody's house where there was a farewell

10 reception.

-. 11 Q. When was the farewell reception?

12 A. I don't recall that now. Maybe a few

13 weeks or a few months later. A few months later.

14 0. What exchanges did you have with him

15 between the time that you met him, the last time

16 you met him in Laurel, and then before he left?

17 A. Just to send him a list of who

18 contributed how much to whom.

19 Q. Whose idea was it to send the list?

20 A. Mine.

21 Q. Did he ask you to send him something in

22 writing?
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A.

Q.

A.

receivin

Q.

individu

A.

Q.

A.

letters,

how she

Q.

was the

embassy?

A.

Q.

who had

A.

Q.

followir

A.

Q.

>4~ ~

No.

So you decided to send him --

Just so that he was aware of who was

g contributions and who was contributing.

How was the list prepared? Who was the

a' who put the list together?

Rose.

And she did it from what sources?

From the copies of checks and transmittal

T assume. : wasn't present to watch as to

prepared it.

At the time that she prepared the list,

list prepared for transmittal to the

No. I wanted to know for myself first.

So the purpose then was for you to know

made contributions?

Right.

And then to notify the embassy that the

Lg individuals had made contributions?

I shared the information. Not to notify.

You shared the information with them that

NEW= COW.*
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these people had made contributions?

A. Right.

Q. And the list was sent to Mr. Singh?

A. Yes.

Q. The list was a list of the names of

people who had made contributions and were

reimbursed?

A. No. That was a list of all people who

made contributions. Some were reimbursed and some,

as I told you before, were not.

Q. So, copies of the checks were made.

There was a listing of what else? What

was on the list? The name? The address?

A. I guess. I haven't looked at the list in

a long time. So, I really don't know.

Q. What other documents were with the list

that was sent to the embassy?

Was there a cover letter?

A. I don't think so. I don't recall any.

Q. So you decided on your own to send the

list to Singh without his prompting or asking you?

A. Yes.

____38ST1 ~ * ~#~&
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Q. Did you follow it up

a letter to him?

A. I might have to make

it. I don't know.

Q. Did he call you back

received it?

with a phone call or

sure he received

to say he had

A. I don't recall that.

Q. By what form was the list sent? By what

method? Regular mail?

A. No. Airborne Express.

Regular mail was not used in any of

this. It was all Airborne Express.

Q. Why did you use Airborne Express? Any

particular reason?

A. It's fast.

Q. Fast.

A. We had limited time.

0. what other kind of correspondence did you

have with Singh during that time period?

A. I don't recall any other correspondence.

Q. When did you next speak to Singh after,

the meeting in Laurel? When was the next time you

0. *
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n

him or heard from him?

I don't recall now.

Well, was it the same month?

I do not remember.

You mentioned a farewell party for

When was that?

As I said, a couple of months later.

ow.

spoke t

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

Singh.

A.

don,'t k

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

during

him at

during that time?

A. I don't recall any phone calls either.

Q. Was there correspondence during that

4~.ilL ~NAm .. m

Was it still in the wintertime?

I believe so.

Where was the party held?

At someone's house in Columbia.

Do you remember the individual's house?

Right now I don't recall.

Were there other meetings with Singh

that time period in between the time you met

Laurel and the farewell party?

None that I can think of.

Were there telephone calls with him

148
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1 time?

2 A. None that I can think of.

3 Q. Who else at the embassy were you dealing

4 with or speaking with during that t ime frame?

5 A. About what?

6 Q. Generally about Indian American issues.

7 A. In what time frame?

8 Q. The time frame September, October,

9 November of '94.

10 A. Hardly anyone.

11 Q. Did you have any contact with Ambassador

*12 Ray during that time?

13 A. I don't believe so.

14 Q. Did you have contact with any other

15 officials at the embassy during that time?

16 A. Not that I can remember.

17 Q. Did you attend any functions at the

18 embassy during that time?

19 A. I can't think of any.

20 Q. Did you attend any functions at the

21 chancery during that time?

22 A. None that I can think of.
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Q. Did you have any occasion to drop in at

the embassy during that time?

A. No. No. Not that I can remember.

Q. Were there any other functions that were

not held at the embassy but which embassy personnel

attended during that time?

A. If there were, they were held. I don't

know about that. But I don't remember having any

time for any of that.

Q. Let's talk a little bit about IALIF.

Do you know Subodh Chandra?

Yes.

How long have you known him?

I would say maybe about four years, five

years

Q .

A.

Q.

that you

A.

A.

A.

In what context did you meet him?

Through a mutual friend.

Was he living in Baltimore at the time

met him?

Subodh Chandra?

Yes. Was he in Baltimore at the time?

To my knowledge, he has never lived in

NUAM U~TX W. I
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1 Baltimore.

2 Q. So you met him in another state or in

3 another area?

4 A. No. I didn't say that either. He

5 visited here in Baltimore.

6 Q. He visited here. Okay. All right.

7 You described a little bit the Indian

8 American Leadership Investment Fund.

9 What is the nature of the organization

10 generally?

11 A. To support causes. I believe it was

12 founded to support Indian Americans running for

13 federal offices essentially.

14 Q. When was it founded?

15 A. Well, by '94 it had been in existence for

16 a couple of years, as I recall.

17 Q. When did you first become active within

18 that organization?

19 A. I was never active within that

20 organization.

21 Q. What was the nature of your contact then

22 with Mr. Chandra about the organization?
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1 A. I just learned about it from him and

2 thought that he was doing good things in giving

3 leadership to young people and establishing this

4 kind of an organization and it was worthy of

5 support. I'm sorry it backfired.

6 Q. Who else was active in the organi.zationc..-

7 A. I have no idea.

8 Q. If you could please describe your

9 activities when you first contacted Mr. Chandra

10 with the view of helping him.

11 A. As soon as I realized that there was this

*12 money available that could be used to support

13 federal candidates, I contacted him and asked him

14 if he could use money for his PAC. I knew the PAC

15 was not getting much support. It had meager

16 support by that time. Then once he agreed to

17 receive the support, I arranged for him to receive

18 the checks.

19 Q. What was the understanding that you had

20 with him regarding your role in the support?

21 A. Regarding my role there was no

22 understanding other than that I would send to him
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or transmit to him support contributions from

different people and have them sent directly

them, whichever way it worked.

Q. Was there a decision made that you

select the beneficiaries?

A. Mostly. Mostly. But not all. He

t o

wvou 1

had

say in that too.

Q. So you began to send him checks or

transmit to him the checks?

A. My office transmitted the checks. Rig

Q. Who signed off on the transmittal cove

letter or the transmittal letter?

A. As I said before, my secretary signed

my behalf.

Q. What type of letterhead was used for

transmitting the checks?

A. I think STEP-IN letterhead was used.

That is the Society of Technologists,

Entrepreneurs and Professionals from India. it

inviting people to step into the process.

Q. Why was the STEP-IN letterhead used?

A. Well, because I did not want people to

151
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1 feel that I was trying to take personally any

2 credit for transmitting contributions to the IALIF

3 or to any of the candidates because this effort was

4 not for personal recognizement. I was afraid if 1

5 transmitted it on my letterhead as a lawyer, it

6 would leave the impression that I was trying to be

7 a big shot .

8 Q. Was the other reason that a lot of people

9 from STEP-IN happened to have contributed?

10 A. I Just stated the reason that I had.

11 Q. What was the connecti''on?

012 1 mean, the fact that you were the

13 President of STEP-IN, what was the connection with

14 using their letterhead?

15 A. It's an organization that was created to

16 promote professional interests of people and it

17 seemed appropriate that the transmittal should go

18 in the name of some organization.

19 STEP-IN is not a 501-C-3. so it is not

20 bound by any of that. India Forum is 501-C-3, so

21 you couldn't use that.

22 Q. Now, the letters that did not go through

e. OT M.. W.
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IALIF but directly to the candidates, were they

transmitted from your office as well?

A. I believe so. I believe some were

transmitted and some were personally carried to

those people. They were not all transmitted.

Q. They were personally carried to that

candidate's campaign office?

A. To some receptionist there.

Q. Did all the checks come through your

office then?

A. No. The ones that were personally

hand-delivered to the receptionists of different

candidates didn't come to my office.

Q. The person who wrote the check --

A. They took them directly and just made a

copy for my benefit. Or for my information, not

benefit.

Q. Was there a problem with the information

being transmitted to Mr. Chandra as far as the

occupation of the individual?

A. Yes. There were some gaps there.

Q. what was the problem?

1 % '
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A. They did not receive information. The

office did not receive complete information. We

had checks and that is all we had. You couldn't

tell from the check all the information that he

needed.

Q. Did he contact you about getting the

in format ion?

A. Yes. He did.

Q. What did you do then?

A. Tried to supply it to the best of my

ability.

Q. Do you know Ashok Kumta?

A. Yes.

Q. How do you know him?

A. Friends for a long time.

Q. Was he an individual that was approached

about making reimbursed contributions?

A. Yes. I had approached Ashok.

Q. Did he come to your office to be

reimbursed?

A. He might have.

Q. What makes you think he might have come

4
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1 to your office?

2 A. Just possibly because his office is not

3 too far from mine. I may have just left it with my

4 secretary to give it to him if we could not connect

5 with each other.

6 Q. So, is it possible that you may have left

7 some of the money with your secretary to give to

8 people that were coming by the office?

9 A. It's possible. Yes.

10 It's possible that, for example, my

11 nephew also received it in that manner because I

0 12 wasn't always there after arranging with people

13 that they would receive the money, the checks. I

14 wasn't always in a position to connect with them

15 personally.

16 Q. Is it fair to say that some of the people

17 you approached you had not approached before to

18 make contributions, you were approaching them for

19 the first time, so to speak?

20 A. Well, I don't know what is fair to say.

21 Q. Is it accurate to say that some of the

22 people were being approached for the first time?

Rfla RS1OD., IM
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1 A. Well, for example, my nephew. Yes. I

2 never approached my nephew.

3 Q. For any kind of contribution?

4 A. Of course not.

5 Q. So when you approached him this time to

6 make a reimbiirsed contribution and also you gave

7 him money to solicit other people, what did he say?

8 A. He went along because I am his uncle, a

9 lawyer. What is he going to say to me other than,

10 okay, uncle, I will do it?

11 Q. Did he say anything at all expressing any

0 12 kind of doubt?

13 A. If he did, I'm sure I said it's okay.

14 I don't recall any specific conversation,

15 but I think he just assumed that it's okay if I say

16 so.

17 Q. What about Indra Seunarine? What was her

18 response when you approached her?

19 A. I don't recall. I just know that she

20 wrote out a check.

21 Q. As an attorney did she raise any concerns

22 about this, about the legality of this?

NIA OMMM6 C. MU
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1 A. If she did, I don't recall.

2 Q. What about Mr. Wahi and Mr. Bahl?

3 A. Again, they are my clients, who I'm sure

4 assumed that it must be okay if I say so. I would

5 be surprised if they didn't.

6 Q. But with regard to Wahi and Bahl, they

7 were asked to do more, to go out on their own and

8 reimburse people with the money given to them.

9 Did they question that?

10 A. I don't recall that.

11 Q. How about Dr. Ramamurthy? Had you

0 12 approached him before about making contributions?

13 A. Yes. Sure.

14 Q. When you approached him this time and

)15 offered to reimburse the contribution and, in fact,

16 reimbursed the contribution, what did he say?

17 A. I really don't recall the specific

18 conversation with him.

19 I think he had previously contributed to

20 some state elections. He might have on federal.

21 I'm not sure.

22 Q. Who?

me W
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A. Mr. Ramamurthy.

Q. Ramamurthy?

A. Yes. State and local.

Q. What about Rosemary Osborne? Had you

approached her before about making contributions?

A. No.

Well, I guess I have encouraged her, as I

encourage many others, to make contributions and to

participate in the process.

Yes. I think that is fair.

Q. So, when you approached her about making

the contribution and being reimbursed for that,

what did she say?

A. I don't recall what she said.

Q. How did you explain it to her? How did

you put this to her?

A. I told her to write a check and I said I

will give you the money.

Q. How did you explain to her why you had to

give her the money? What was the explanation?

A. I think most of the time there was no

vonversation explaining as to why I wanted it that

U".
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1 way.

2 Q. Most of the time in your dealings

3 generally?

4 A. No. In terms of people who I knew

5 couldn't afford it on their own to make

6 contributions of that size.

7 I think it was assumed that if I asked

8 Rose to make a $1,000 contribution, she can't

9 afford it that I know of.

10 Q. So what did she say when you offered to

11 reimburse her?

12 A. I don't recall any further conversation

13 than writing a check for herself and signing

14 another one for her husband.

15 Q. Did she tell you she was going to sign

16 for her husband?

17 A. She gave me one with her husband's

18 signature too.

19 Q. Did you ask her for two checks then?

20 You gave her $2,000, correct?

21 A. Yes. If she gave me two checks, I gave

22 her $2,000.

No4 O12 o W
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1 Q. Did she know that you had more money than

2 the $2,000 you gave her?

3 A. I don't know if she did.

4 Q. Although, you said you might have left

5 some money with her.

6 A. Right. But I don't know if that was

7 before or after she gave me her checks.

8 Q. Well, whether it was before or after she

9 gave you the checks, did she perhaps know that

10 there was more money available?

.1 A. I don't know.

012 Q. In previous years had you received any

13 kind of cash contributions to your office, as

14 opposed to check contributions?

15 A. I don't remember receiving any cash

16 contributions. No.

17 Q. You said some of the people declined to

18 be reimbursed, including Mr. Gupta.

19 A. Yes.

20 Q. What was his response to you? What was

21 his reason for declining? What did he say to you

22 exactly?
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Q. So you knew that this was illegal to have

these contributions reimbursed and you went along

nevertheless and asked people to do this and these

people didn't raise any doubts about what was going

on?

MS. WILLIS: Objection. Coupound and
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1 facts not in evidence.

2 MS. DILLENSEGER: I will rephrase that.

3 BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

4 Q. You knew that these contributions were

5 illegal?

6 A. Well, I should have known. Let's put it

7 that way.

8 Q. And you gave assurances to these people

9 that were reimbursed, you gave them assurances that

10 this was okay?

11 A. Well, the substance of my saying it's

0 12 okay, don't worry, is that, and that is what I did.

13 Q. And it's your testimony that none of

14 these people raised any kind of doubts about the

15 legality of these contributions?

16 A. I didn't say that. I said I don't recall

17 specifically any of the conversations.

18 Q. Of these individuals that we discussed,

19 and I will go through them one by one, the question

20 would be: These individuals, were they regular or

21 did they occasionally attend embassy functions?

22 Mr. Wahi?

W* w
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Not that I know

Mr. Bahl?

Not that I know

'ia- Gadhia?

Not that I know

of.

of.

of.

%a - -- . l'amardUL tiy

N ct th.at I know of

Rosemary Osborne?

No-t that I'm aware of.

a-h:nder Gupta?

Nt- that I know of.

Aruna and Sudhir Trivedi?

Not that I know of.

Rajendra Sharma?

Not that I know of.

N. Surendra?

Not that I'm aware of.

Hemanta Kole?

Not that I'm aware of.

Did the embassy functions include

14

1-5

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

- u~ ~. 9

A.

lA.

A.

iA.

A.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

0

individuals who were businessmen, Indian American

businessmen?

I
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1 A. Did it include some?

2 Q. Yes.

3 A. I am sure it included some Indian

4 American businessmen. Yes.

5 Q. So why wouldn't they have included--=

6 Guptas or the Trivedis?

7 A. Ask the embassy about that.

8 Q. I have here a current list of Indian

9 Embassy personnel at the Indian Embassy. I wz." i

10 ask you if you would please look at the list a-1

11 indicate the individuals that you know from t-a:

12 list at the embassy. This is a current list.

13 A. Well, for the clarity of the record,

14 maybe you should read them to me and I will tell

15 you whether I know them or not.

16 0. Well, if you indicate which ones, it will

17 probably take less time for me to read the ones you

18 indicate than if I were to read all of them.

19 First of all, my pronunciation of the

20 names is probably not very good.

21 MS. WILLIS: Can you read it without your

22 glasses?

"SIAM
Af
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1 THE WITNESS: Another problem is that I

2 don't have my reading glasses. But I will try the

3 best I can.

4 MS. DILLENSEGER: Why don't we go off the

5 record? This will give you more time to look at

6 the list. That way we are not going to be rushed

7 or anything.

8 THE WITNESS: Okay.

9 (Recess.)

10 (FEC Exhibit No. 1

11 was marked for identification.)

0 12 MS. DILLENSEGER: We are back on the

13 record.

14 You are still under oath.

15 BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

16 Q. The document that you were reviewing.

17 Which is a listing of current personnel of the

18 Indian Embassy, has been marked as FEC Exhibit 1.

19 It's a two page document.

20 Have you had an opportunity to review it?

21 A. Yes. I have.

22 Q. Would you mark the names of those

0
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individual

A.

Q.

doesn't gc

A.

!-at page.

check.

s that you recognize?

-Witness complies.)

Y:e yc

Yes.

.&cok at the second

r .. .onger.

- : n't be",eve I re

t relieve so. Let

'...at s about t.

Okay 7-ank you

w: .ust read

ask ycu how you know tese

page?

cognize

me jus

through the

-ndividuals.

It

any on

t double

names and

H4s -xoelency Ambassador Naresh

Chandra.

A. Yes.

Q. You know Ambassador Chandra?

A. I know of him.

Q. Have you ever met him?

A. Once.

Q. When was that?

A. The last Indo-American Friendship

he attended it and that is where I met him.

Q. That was the Indo-American Friend

Din

ship

nee,

N.
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Dinner in '96?

A. In '96 at the World Trade Center.

Q. Which date was that in '96?

A. That was July or August. I have no idea.

Q. Have you had other communication with

Ambassador Chandra?

A. No.

Q. Have you attended functions at the

Ambassador's residence while he was Ambassador?

A. No.

Q. Have you been at any function where he

was present?

A. No. Not other than the one I mentioned.

Q. Ms. Shyamala Balasubramanian.

A. Yes. She is the Deputy Ambassador.

Deputy Chief of the mission.

I believe I met her maybe 89S. Something

like that.

Q. When did she assume the position?

A. I believe '95.

When she first arrived she was introduced

to all the Indian community and that is when I
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first met her.

2 Q. So when was she first introduced to you?

3 A. Not to me in particular. She was

4 introduced to everybody.

Q. Which function was that?

A. I don't recall exactly, but there was

some event where she happened to be present and she

6 was introduced as the Deputy Ambassador.

Q. Have you had any other contacts with her?

A. No.

Q. Mr. Shiv S. Mukherjee.

:712 A. Just vaguely I recognize the name. I

!3 can't tell you where I met him or how.

14 Q. He is listed here as Press, Information

15 and Culture.

16 A. Yes. I guess that is the connection in

17 which.

18 Q. Is this someone that you called or that

19 you talked to on the phone?

20 A. No. I just recognize the name. That is

21 all. I have no specific recollection of where or

22 when I met him.

KM CO, =C
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1Q. Mr. Arvind Trikamlal Dave.

2 A. Dave.

3 Q. Dave.

4 A. He is the Consu!ar ff er. sc he is in

5 charge of the visa sect:'n, v-sas for going to

6 India.

7 He has been there for awh:ie and I have

8 had dealings with him in terms of arranging for

9 people to get visas on the weekend when they are

10 not open, for example. i w d -a' I ;n and say,

11 will you please help this person out?

12 Q. How long has it been since you have known

13 him, Mr. Dave?

14 A. Maybe two or three years.

15 I think the last time I recall him was

16 when a Hopkins professor wanted to go to India and

17 called me on the weekend to arrange for him to

18 obtain a visa to go to India. I called Mr. Dave to

19 see if he would be kind enough to accommodate this

20 gentleman, and he did that, to the best of my

21 knowledge. I didn't follow-up.

22 Q. Was he the person that you would go

x- i. ....i
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through for any kind of visits?

A. He has nothing to do with any visits.

All he does is to issue visas to nonIndian citizens

who want to go to India.

I am not an Indian citizen, so I also

have to deal with the office to go to India.

Q. Mr. Wajahat Habibullah.

A. He was introduced as the successor to

Mr. Devendra Singh at one of the community

meetings. I can't recall which one.

Q. Was Mr. Singh still at the embassy at the

time he was introduced, at the time his successor

was introduced?

A. I think that is true. I think maybe he

was

Q. And they were both then present at that?

A. I think Mr. Devendra Singh introduced him

as a successor at one of his meetings. Yes.

Q. Was this at the farewell party?

A. I think so. I think so.

Q. That was in early '95? Would that have

been in early '95?

M??"M 396 two-
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A. Yes. That is about right. Roughly.

2 Q. What other contacts have you had with

3 Mr. Habibullah?

4 A. None.

Q. Have you seen him at any embassy

functions?

A. No.

8 Q. was he at the Indo-American Friendship

9 Dinner in '96?

". A. I did not see him.

Q. Since he was the successor to Mr. Singh

S "2 and you had contacts with Mr. Singh, Devendra

:3 Singh, regarding Indian American issues, wouldn't

14 he have been continuing that with regards to you?

15 A. Not really. Because by 195 hell broke

16 loose. So, there was no contact.

17 Q. Mr. Navdeep S. Sur, First 8e0otaery.

18 A. Yes. Again at one of these cultural

19 functions he was introduced as a senior staff

20 person of the embassy.

21 No. I take that back.

22 I think he represented the Ambassador at
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1 an Indo-American Friendship Dinner a couple of

2 years ago when the Ambassador was not able to be

3 present or something like that. ,t's a vague

4 memory I have of meeting him Balt:mre.

5 Q. It says he is a First se:re-ary

6 (Political).

7 What does that mean as far as h:s

8 functions in the embassy?

9 A. I really couldn't teZ. yzu.

10 Q. Mr. Arvind Saxena.

11 Is that a question mark ty his name-

12 A. Yes. It's a question mark because 1

13 believe I have met him. He also handles visa

14 matters and I think in connection with that I may

15 have met him. There is a question mark about

16 that.

17 Saxena is not an uncommon name, so I

18 could easily be confusing him with somebody else.

19 Q. So, of the people that we have read, the

20 ones that have been at the embassy for several

21 years, going back several years, are Mr. Suri?

22 A. By several, I would say a couple of

-~ m. -
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A couple of years?

Right.

94 / 95?

Mr. Suri probably 94/95.

And Mr. Dave?

From about that period.

Ambassador Chandra you f

of '96?

Yes.

Yes.

irst met in July

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

or August

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

first met

A.

Q.

that you

A.

0.

A.

Q.

UMULInSM W. ZE.

96.

During the dinner?

Yes.

Ms. Balasubramanian, is '95 when you

her?

Roughly.

Thank you very much.

Did you deposit any of the cash at all

received from Mr. Singh?

Deposit where?

Deposit it in a bank account.

Whose bank account?

Any bank account.

N
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20

21

22
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A.

aCe-n:

Was -. deposited in any kind of

"y own account.

- he -they was deposited in your

account?

own

1

2

3

4

17

'8

1914
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-at was not deposited?

A. N

.ack t t-he discussions with

Mr. -ha- ra at -AZ:, when did you approach

Mr. handra. Was :t after you received the 40,000

or after ou, recelved the $20,000, the second

installIment?

A. N-. After the 40,000, the first one.

0. The first one.

Prior to that time, when was the last

you talked to him?

We were in frequent contact with each

other .

Q. How was your conversation with him

different? The one that you had after having

-'I

~~1

- e -they tnat igot reimbursed for

- wr: -e -7ecks, as you know.

Ye. N :t that money. The other money.

time that

A.

9
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1 received the 40,000, how was that different from

2 the earlier conversation?

3 A. Earlier I was not in a position to offer

4 him any financial support for his organization.

5 After the funds came I was in a position to offer

6 that .

7 Q. How did you communicate that to him?

8 A. By phone.

9 Q. What did you say to him?

10 1 mean, how did you present the fact?

11A. Would your organization like to receive

012 some funds, some financial support, from people who

13 are willing to contribute?

14 Q. What did he say?

15 A. Yes.

16 Q. Did he ask what had changed between the

17 earlier conversation you had with him and the

18 current one?

19 A. Which is the earlier conversation?

20 Q. Well, the conversation that you had with

21. him before you received this money.

22 A. I had many conversations with him. No
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particular one.

Q. But this conversation you were having

with him now made an offer to him of support.

A. Of generating support for his

organization.

Q. Did he ask why now you were in a posi

to offer that support?

A. No. Not that I can recall.

Q. What did he say then in response to t

A. He welcomed whatever support I could

generate for his organization.

Q. When he started receiving the checks

he call you?

A. Yes.

Q. What was he saying?

A. To get the information he needed.

Q. Did he question that you were able to

send him so many checks --

A. No.

Q. -- in such a short time period?

A. No.

Q. Did he mention anything at all about

t ion

hat?

did

17 8
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1 that?

2 A. Not that I can recall.

3 Q. Did he ask what you were doing to be able

4 to generate that much money?

5 A. Not that I can recall.

1Q. Was Chandra aware that the money was

7 being reimbursed?

8 A. No. Not from me. I can't speak to his

9 other sources.

10 Q. Did he ask for clarifications about the

11 nature of the contributions at any time?

12 A. No.

13 Q. But he did request occupation

oT 14 information?

15 A. Yes. He wanted the complete information

16 he needed to file a report with your agency he told

17 me.

18 . Prior to October '94, had you forwarded

19 any checks to IALIF?

20 A. No. Not that I'm aware of.

21 Q. Excuse me?

22 A. I can't recall sending him anything

KUIM M -XMR C.* M
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1 before this source of money was available.

2 Q. But now you were sending him multiple

3 checks?

4 A. Surely.

5 Q. Why didn't you tell him about the

6 reimbursements?

7 A. It was none of his business.

8 Q. Why did you feel comfortable to approach

9 so many different people and offer to reimburse

10 them and not mention anything to Chandra?

11 A. I don't understand the question.

12 Q. Why didn't you feel comfortable with

13 discussing the reimbursement with Chandra?

14 A. I didn't say I didn't feel comfortable.

) 15 It was none of his business. That is what I said.

16 Q. Why wouldn't it be any of his business?

17 A. His business is to receive contributions

18 in support of his organization.

19 Q. Since you were aware that he was

20 concerned about the contributions and that they be

21 in proper form and was asking you about the

22 occupations, did you ever think that maybe you

MZMI~~~daI * 41.~ ~a
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1 should explain to him where the source of the money

2 came from?

3 A. I was aware that he needed some

4 information to submit reports to you.

5 Q. Did you think that this might be

6 something that would cause trouble later on and

7 that you should tell him something?

8 A. If I thought this was going to cause

9 trouble, I wouldn't have done it obviously. Why

10 would I be doing it if I thought it was going to

11cause trouble?

12 Q. When you had the discussion with

13 Mr. Singh at the Holiday Inn, why did you ask him,

14 why did you want to rule out the fact that the

)15 money had come from the government?

16 A. Because I did not want to become an agent

17 of the government of India. Very simply.

18 Q. Why didn't you ask him the same question

19 the second time, for the second installment?

20 A. I assumed it was a continuation of the

21 same sources precluding the government of India.

22 Q. Was there any other reason why you wanted

azzaL!0?U0G. .~
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1 to rule out that this money was not government

2 money?

3 A. J th66h: :t" wCul.d be a very serious

4 matter if :t was government money. I did not want

to be entangled in any'thng that would involve

6 government momee t, e y t me.

7 Q. Why weren't / concerned that the money

8 was coming from another source other than from the

9 contributors?

10 A. We!:, - real'y d-dn't give it enough

11 thought, obv:cus y. shouId have been concerned,

12 even if it was omi~ng from private sources, that I

13 was running afoul of the law.

14 Q. Had Mr. Singh approached you at any

15 previous times to make offers of support for any

16 kind of Indian American activity in the community?

17 A. No.

18 Q. The speakers from the Indian Embassy, did

19 they receive honorarium for their presentation?

20 A. No.

21 MS. DILLENSEGER: Would you mark this,

22 please?

MMU - *M& MAaob
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1 (FEC Exhibit No. 2

2 was marked for identification.)

BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

4 Q. I have here what has been marked as FEC

5 Exhibit No. 2, which is copies of a document that

6 was sent to the Indian Embassy addressed to

7 Devendra Singh consisting of a list of names of

8 contributors to the Indian American Leadership

9 Investment Fund and various other candidate

10 committees, copies of the checks and an Airborne

-" 11 receipt to the Indian Embassy. The document

0 12 consists of 35 pages.

13 I will just hand it to you. Take a few

14 minutes to look at it.

15 A. Well, I assume this is what was attached

16 to the Statement of Facts that was presented to

17 Judge Smalkin at the U.S. District Court. If that

18 is so, that is how I recognize it.

19 Yes. This was a result of the FBI

20 investigation.

21 Q. Please look through it and let me know if

22 all of the documents that are part of that record

mua gum
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are included in there?

A. I would not be in a position to do that.

I don't have in front of me what was in front of

Judge Smalkin to compare this with. So, I cannot

say that this includes all of that or not.

Q. I want to know, from your recollection,

of what was sent to the embassy, if this is what

you recall was the packet that was sent?

A. I sent nothing

information items to Mr.

a difference.

So, if this is

Judge Smalkin, then that

Q. I just want to

I want to make sure that

to the embassy.

Devendra Singh.

I sent

There is

a copy of what was before

is what it is.

go through the document.

you look through it first.

an=~ L.LLOL. pavLW .Z he LU lis of name OX

!people who made contributions to the Indian

American Leadership Investment Fund.

Who prepared that list of names?

A. My secretary.

Q. And she prepared it from the checks that

came into the office?

tau= RID
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1 A. I assume that.

2 Q. What instructions were given to her about

3 preparing the form?

4 A. To j.st prepare a list.

?I. Was she asked t- prepare, was Ms. Osborne

6 asked to prepare, a -over letter for this document?

A. Nt tat ca- recall

8 Q. Why wouldn't there have been a cover

9 letter for t.his document?

10 A. I didn't see any need for it.

11 W. Now, attached to the list are copies of

* 12 the checks and we have some questions about some of

13 those checks.

14 The checks that were signed by Sam Gupta,

15 some of the checks --

16 A. Are there page numbers there?

17 Q. Page 25.

18 That is a check made out to Robert

19 Andrews for Congress.

20 Who filled in the payee line?

21 A. I did.

22 0. And the check on page 26, Ackerman for

Imam 1 0 1_1 to 4w*" jwk
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1
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22

I filled it out.

You filled it out?

Yes.

The check on page 27, which is also

Mr. Gupta, McDermott for Congress, who

s out?

I don't know.

Congress?

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

signed by

filled thi

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

says that.

Q.

how much?

A.

Q.

page 26?

A.

Q.

Sachinder

was the amount?

who?

McDermott for Co

I it says here $

ngress.

1,000.

The check to Robert Andrews

On page 27 it

on page 25 is

It's for $1,000.

The check for Ackerman for Congress on

it's $1,000.

Now, we have one check made

Gupta to Hoyer for Congress.

Who filled in that check?

out by

0

What

For

For

Well

~' €o. 1e 6i i~
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A. I don't know.

Q. What is the amount?

A. $1,000.

Q. Going back to page 25, the Robert Andrews

for Congress check, which was filled out by you,

who filled out the dollar amount?

A. I don't know.

Q. You remember filling out the name, but

you don't remember if you filled out the dollar

amount?

A.

Q.

page 26?

A.

Q.

McDermott

amount?

I don't remember.

What about the Ackerman for Congress on

Who filled out the dollar amount?

I don't know.

What about the check on page 27,

for Congress? Who filled out the dollar

A. I don't know.

Q. The check on page 28, Hoyer for Congress,

who filled out the dollar amount?

A. I don't know.

Q. On page 29 there is a check from

4
LMu ji m 101IMCl. I
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Sachinder Gupta to Matthews for Congress.

Who filled out the payee?

A. I did.

Q. And who filled out the dollar amount?

A. Maybe I did. I don't know for sure.

Q. Why do you think you filled it out on

this particular one?

A. Well, because I recognize my own

handwriting. It cou'd be r,-e.

Q. So, for the dollar amounts it could be

your handwriting?

A. It could be.

Q. Page 30, the check from Sachinder Gupta

to Engel for Congress for $1,000, who filled out

the Engel for Congress?

A. I think I did.

Q. And who filled out the dollar amount?

A. I can't say.

Q. On page 31 we have a check from Sachind

Gupta made out to Murtha for Congress for $1,000.

Who filled out the payee?

A. Probably I did.

er
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19

20

21

22

0

I H I

Q.

A.

I don't

Q.

A.

Q.

Vinay 1

And who filled

No. I'm sorry.

know who filled t

And who filled

I don't know.

On that same pa

ahi to Murtha for

Who filled that

out

I

hat

out

the dol

did not

out.

the dol

ge there is

Congress.

amount in?

lar amount?

. I'm sorry.

lar amount?

a check from

A. I don't know.

dated

$1,00

Wofford

payee?

A.

Q.

And who

Probably

Page 32,

ctober 29,

who filled

I don't

And who

I don't

Page 33,

for Senate

I don't

Are you

fi

I

a

'9

fled

did.

chec

4, to

out the payee?

k f

Mf

rom

ume

Sachinder Gupta

for Congress for

out the payee?

know.

filled out the dollar a

know.

a check from Sachinder

for $1,000, who filled

mount?

Gupta to

out the

know.

looking at the right check?

MIM~ ~ CO. * -.
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SA. Yes.

2 Q. Who filled out the dollar amount?

3 A. I don't know.

4 Q. Page 34, a check from Sachinder Gupta,

5 second check on the page, made out to Cardin for

6 Congress in the amount of $1,000 dated October 27th

7 or 29th, who made out the check?

8 A. I don't know.

9 Q. And who made out the dollar amount?

A. I don't know.

Q. Some of the checks were filled out by you

12 and others were filled out by Sachinder Gupta.

13 Why is that the case?)

14 A. I don't really remember. Whatever was

15 not filled out, I filled out according to my

16 judgment.

17 Q. The checks also bear different dates.

18 Some of the checks are dated November 1. Some of

19 the checks are dated October 29th.

20 Were the checks given to you on two

21 separate occasions?

22 A. I don't remember that.

I
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You are implying that all of them were

given to me, and I don't know of that.

Q. Now, the checks that are dated November

ist are the ones that you indicated had been filled

in by yourself.

The check, Robert Andrews for Congress,

November Ist.

A. It looks as if I did. Yes.

Q. Ackerman for Congress, November Ist.

A. It looks as if I may have.

Q. This one, McDermott for Congress, is also

dated November Ist.

Are you saying you didn't fill out the

one for McDermott for Congress?

A. I don't know if I filled that out.

Q. The check dated October 29th on page 28,

Hoyer for Congress, dated October 29th for 1,000,

did you fill --

A. Page 29?

Q. Page 29. Yes.

A. Hoyer for Congress? I don't see it here

on page 29.

Kza1g iNmu1m W. , 9.
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MS. WILLIS: 28.

MS. DILLENSEGER: I'm sorry.

Correction. 28.

THE WITNESS: I don't know.

BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

28.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

11

18

19

20

21

22

time. That is all.

Q. If, as you

reimbursed, why does

that is going to the

say, Mr. Gupta was not

his name appear on this list

Indian Embassy?

NMM33 .,3.

Q. Now, you had stated that Mr. Gupta had

given you the checks and asked you to fill in the

blank.

A. In some cases.

Q. Why would some of the checks be filled in

and others would not?

A. I can't answer that.

Q. Would it be that some of them were

reimbursed?

A. No. I already told you what was

reimbursed and what was not in terms of who was

reimbursed and who was not.

These were matters of expediency at the

)

192
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1 A. I think we should go back to what was the

2 reason why I sent the list. I informed you that I

3 was informing Mr. Devendra Singh as to who had

4 given what kind of support to which candidate.

5 Q. Why would you be interested in informing

6 Mr. Singh of that? Why would you want to tell

7 Mr. Singh of the ones that were reimbursed versus

8 the ones that voluntarily gave without any

9 reimbursement?

10I A. Because our goal was to generate support

11 for about $60,000 worth and that is what I

412 achieved.

13 Q. But you stated that 15,000 or 16,000 was

14 returned to Mr. Singh.

15 A. That doesn't mean I did not generate the

16 support. I generated support worth $60,000, some

17 with reimbursement and some without reimbursement.

18 Q. Why wouldn't you want to differentiate

19 between those people that gave, including

20 Mr. Gupta, who, according to what you are saying,

21 voluntarily gave quite a bit of money?

22 A. That wasn't important to me.

cot# 1K.
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I Q. What about the information being conveyed

2 to Mr. Singh?

3 A. What about it?

4 Q. Why would you want him to know that

5 Mr. Gupta gave the money without being reimbursed?

6 A. It was not necessary for him to know

7 that.

8 Q. Now, this was sent by Airborne receipt.

9 Would you please take a look at the last

10 page, page 35?

-* 11 A. Yes.

0 12 Q. The Airborne receipt is addressed to the

13 Embassy of India, attention of Mr. Devendra Singh.

14 A. Right.

15 Q. If, as you say, this was not addressed to

16 the Embassy of India, but to Mr. Singh, why was it

17 sent to the Embassy of India?

18 A. I did not fill that out, so I cannot

19 answer that.

20 Q. What instruction did you give Ms. Osborne

21 about where to send this?

22 A. To Mr. Devendra Singh.

o'
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Q. Where would she get the information as to

how to contact Mr. Devendra Singh? I mean, where

to send this to?

A.

Q.-

A.

Q.-

A.

his horn

Q.-

A.

sent i t

Q.-

that t h

A.

person

Q.

puzzles

A.

Q .

only she can tell you.

I guess she didn't have his home address.

Did you have his home address?

I might have.

My question is why wasn't --

Are you asking why didn't I send it to

Yes.

I don't know. I didn't send it. Rose

You stated that you wanted to make sure

e embassy was not involved in this.

Am I correct?

As far as I was concerned, he was the

I was dealing with as a person.

Well, if that is the case, then it just

me that this was sent to the embassy.

It puzzles me too why it was sent there.

The other question is why this does not

3 :,=* W~L_
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1 have a transmittal cover letter.

2 A. I didn't feel it was necessary.

3 1 guess Rose did not feel it was

4 necessary.

5 Q. Did you tell Rose not to include a cover

6 letter with this?

7 A. I don't recall the conversation.

8 Q. You mean for an important document like

9 this you don't recall what you told her?

10 A. Why are you characterizing this as an

11 important document?

12 Q. well, this document was sent in

13 connection with an exchange of $60,000 worth of

14 money that was given to you by Mr. Singh and

15 supposedly this is a reflection of what the money

16 was used to generate.

17 A. Of which part was returned to him.

is This was an information item that just

19 told him who contributed how much. In the past I

20 have submitted the same kind of thing for Clinton.

21 Q. But given the large - -

22 A. And for Dukakis. So what?

0. -", .,
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Q. But given the large numbers of people

though on the list and the amount of money, why

wouldn't there be a letter?

A. There were a large number of people

contributing to President Clinton also in 1992, a

huge number, and I submitted all kinds of reports

without any transmittal.

Q. So, are you saying that you gave no

instructions to Rosemary --

A. Not to the embassy.

Q. Not to the embassy.

A. No.

I don't want to leave you with the

impression that I submitted that information to the

embassy. I shared that information with people in

the political process who happened to be U.S.

citizens and were involved in the Clinton

campaign. They needed to know how much money we

raised for Clinton. It was a way of getting

recognition for the Indian community.

Q. But normally when you send out a list of

names there is some kind of cover letter. It's

NIZUUPVEOM CO.* IM
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1 very unusual to me that there is none here.

2 A. I didn't think I needed to explain to him

3 what this constituted. It speaks for itself. if

4 there is an example of res ipsa loquitur, this is

5 it.

6 Q. Wasn't it the practice to send the checks

7 with a cover letter? Wasn't that Rosemary

8 Osborne's practice to do that?

9 A. When I was transmitting checks to people,

10 yes, to explain what this is all about. I wasn't

11 sending any checks to him.

12 Q. But this was still correspondence and

13 since this was a departure from her usual practice,

14 did she ask you about that?

15 A. I don't recall having such a

16 conversation. She might have and I might have said

17 it's not necessary.

18 Q. The copy of this document was kept in

19 your office after it was sent?

20 A. Yes. It was.

21 Q. How did it come to be attached to the

22 Statement of Facts?

mum 2 I



O pje 199

1 A. The FBI obtained it from my office

2 pursuant to a subpoena and a search warrant.

3 Q. Why was this attached?

4 If this was, in fact, purporting to

5 reflect just contributions to various Indian

6 American groups and was nothing beyond that, why

7 would that be attached to the Statement of Facts?

8 A. I guess you should ask the U.S. Attorney

9 and FBI about that.

10 MS. DILLENSEGER: Would you mark this?

11 (FEC Exhibit No. 3

12 was marked for identification.)

13 BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

14 Q. This is a copy of the Statement of Facts

15 which was marked as FEC Exhibit No. 3. I will give

16 you an opportunity to take a look at it.

17 A. (Witness perusing document.)

18 Q. I just direct your attention to page 8 of

19 the document, the second paragraph, which states:

20 "The evidence indicates that the source

21 of the cash used by Mr. Gadhia to finance the

22 nominee contributions was Devendra Singh, an

UC.
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1 individual assigned to the Indian Embassy in

2 Washington. After the November election, Mr.

3 Gadhia sent a report to Singh that detailed the

4 money given. A copy of that report is attached as

5 Exhibit 2."

6 That refers to the list that we have just

7 spoken about, the list of names, correct?

8 A. I guess so.

9 Q. Further down in the paragraph it says:

10 "The investigators found the

11 correspondence in which Mr. Gadhia had assembled

12 copies of all the checks that Mr. Gadhia had

13 procured that are payable to IALIF as well as the

14 checks payable directly to election campaigns, and

15 forwarded those check copies, by messenger, to

16 Mr. Singh at the Indian Embassy in Washington, D.C.

17 As reflected above, foreign nationals are

1 prohibited from contributing to federal elections."

19 So, this paragraph refers to the record

20 that was sent to Mr. Singh as an accounting of what

21 the money was used for, reimbursement.

22 MS. WILLIS: Objection. These are not

MUM W== co.P 1.
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this deponent's words that you just read.

BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

Q. You want to explain?

1
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A. What would you like for me to explain?

Q. Explain that this is not an accounting to

Mr. Singh that the money was used for --

A. Well, I would just direct your attention

to page 9 of the same document and the last

sentence which says that:

"Accordingly, it has been established

that approximately $46,400 of the funds solicited

by either Lalit Gadhia or those who agreed to do so

for Mr. Gadhia are nominee contributions."

Q. If that is, in fact, the case --

A. Well, that is what they are saying,

aren't they?

Q. Yes. That is what they are saying.

A. Are you doubting that?

Q. No. I am saying the list reflects

contributions also made by Mr. Gupta. Okay?

A. Yes. And obviously they are not nominee

contributions because 46 is actually an error.

201
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1 Q. Well, then why is Mr. Gupta's name on

2 that list if this is an accounting --

3 A. Because he responded to my appeal for

4 support and I wanted to inform Mr. Devendra Singh

5 of who responded to my appeals for support, in what

6 amounts, and who received the support.

7 Q. Yes. But it still is not clear to me as

8 to why there was no difference made between those

9 who gave voluntarily and those who didn't.

10 A. I guess only the U.S. Attorney can answer

11 that.

0 12 MS. WILLIS: Objection. Asked and

13 answered many, many times now.

14 THE WITNESS: The U.S. Attorney can

15 explain why they didn't make the difference. I

16 don't know.

17 MS. DILLENSEGER: Counsel mentioned that

18 there was some contention with the Statement of

19 Facts?

20 MS. WILLIS: The Statement of Facts is

21 written by Joseph Evans of the U.S. Attorney's

22 Office. It is not written by this deponent.

0
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Therefore, your reading it into the record does not

reflect the words of this deponent.

THE WITNESS: Any problem with that?

MS. DILLENSEGER: No.

Are you stating that this is not correct

then, this Statement of Facts is not correct?

THE WITNESS: This is what I pleaded

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

was in t

A.

going to

Facts at

charge t

doesn't

there.

came to

BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

To what is in the Statement of Facts?

Right.

And you were asked at the time if what

he Statement of Facts was correct?

It's substantially correct. I wasn't

go into nitpicking of the Statement of

that point either.

Yes. I was going to plead guilty to a

hat was substantially correct. Yes. That

mean I agree with every detail.

I don't even agree with the 46,000

If I pressed them to explain to me how they

that, I can bet you they can't, but I

guilty to

20.3
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1 wasn't going to go through that. It's a waste of

2 time because I had to plead guilty ultimately

3 anyway to that.

4 Q. Let's go back for a moment to the

5 discussion with Mr. Chandra about where the money

6 for the contributions would go.

7 What was said exactly to Mr. Chandra

8 about that?

9 A. I can't tell you exactly what was said to

10 anybody actually. I really have been trying to

11 forget the whole episode, as best as I can, since

012 it happened, with all deliberation and force that I

13 can bring to the subject.

14 Vaguely I can tell you that I talked to

15 him to think about who among those who were running

16 for election or reelection to Congress would be

17 worthy of our support and we decided that these

18 were the people.

19 By "we", I can't say that he participated

20 in deciding the local people. That is when we were

21 running out of time.

22 Q. How was it communicated to Chandra about

a~s?0. * &
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1 which candidates that the money should go to?

2 A. He was quite knowledgeable about people

3 running in various districts, more so than I was.

4 He had his thoughts as to who should be supported

5 and I had my thoughts on some of them.

6 Q. Did you send him a letter with a list of

7 names?

8 A. No. We just talked on the phone. I

9 don't believe I sent him any letters.

0Q. Now, going back to the discussion with

"1 Singh about the money which he gave you in support

1 2 of federal candidates, which candidates did he

13 mention in particular?

14 A. I didn't say he mentioned any

15 candidates. He left it to my discretion.

16 Q. How did he word this?

17 A. Make good use of it.

18 Q. What did he say?

19 A. At the time the money was going to the

20 PAC. Who could guarantee any candidate support?

21 Come on. Let's be serious.

22 1 don't control the PAC. I have no

KjM4M
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11
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13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

206

official position with the PAC. All I am doing is

to receive the funds, to arrange that the PAC will

receive it, and then hope that the PAC would

support the candidates that I think are worthy of

support. I have no control over the PAC.

Q. But even before the time you spoke with

the PAC, at the time that you had 3USt gotten the

money, what did Mr. Singh say to you about what the

money was to be used for specifically?

A. To support candidates who I considered

worthy of our

Q. Did

whether local,

A. No.

Q. Did

A. No.

Q. Did

A. No.

Q. Did

A. No.

support.

he further modify candidates as to

state or federal?

He did not.

he specify any names?

he specify any geographical area?

he specify any incumbents?

Q. Did he specify any individual in

22 Iconnection with a particular issue involving India,

CO. I M.
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1 Indian American issue?

2 A. Well, I was well educated on the issues,

3 probably better than he was.

4 Q. Yes. But did you discuss those issues?

5 A. No. I didn't need to discuss. I didn't

6 have time to discuss anything with him.

7 Q. But you said you met in Laurel and he

8 handed you this large amount of money. You didn't

9 discuss - -

10 A. What you call a large amount is nothing

11 compared to the 1.2 million Mr. Gingrich just

012 washed through a nonprofit organization for his

13 political purposes. This is insignificant probably

14 compared to that.

15 But I will accept your characterization

16 for the time being. 44,000 to 46,000, that range,

17 is what I was able to use, which I managed to get

18 most of it through the PAC, that I was trying to

19 put on the map, to give it some presence, and other

20 directly to candidates who I considered worthy of

21 our support, "our" meaning the Indian American

22 community support. That is what we did. That is

4kZKrum 91 M. M
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not something that Mr. Singh can tell me about.

Q. Besides Mr. Singh, who else at the

embassy was aware that Mr. Singh had provided you

with $40,000, $60,000 in cash?

A. how would I know?

MR. BERNSTEIN: Does that mean you don't

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

THE WITNESS: I don't know.

MR. BERNSTEIN: Then say you don't know.

THE WITNESS: I don't know. Fine.I

don't know. I am not in a position to know those

things.

BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

Q. Who else worked with Mr. Singh at the

embassy in the same department?

A. I don't know of anyone.

0. Who was Mr. Singh's secretary at the

embassy?

A .

had one.

0.

Mr. Singh

I have no idea. I don't even know if he

I don't know.

Whom did you deal with when you called

at the embassy?

know?

208
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1 A. The operator. The operator would connect

2 me. I would ask for Mr. Singh and I would talk to

3 Mr. Singh.

4 Q. When he wasn't in who were you connected

5 to ?

6 A. Nobody.

7 Q. Are you saying he had no secretary?-

8 A. if he had one, I never talked to her or

9 him.

10 Q. With whom did you l+.eave messages when he

11 wasn't in?

12 A. I didn't leave messages when he wasn't in

13 unless with the operator, whoever was answering the

14 switchboard. If I wanted him to call me back, I

15 would say, have him call me back. I assume it was

16 the operator. I don't know who it was.

1?7Q Did you have any conversation with

18 Ambassador Ray at the embassy?

19 A. Yes.

20 Q. When were these conversations?

21 A. Many times.

22 Q. On what matters?

0s
NThM~ uwin w.. .
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1 A. On matters of his stay here, as to how he

2 was doing.

3 one time he needed my help in arranging a

4 meeting with Congressman Mfune, which I arranged.

5 Q. When did he ask for your help with

6 arranging this meeting with Mfune?

7 A. It was when the Indian Prime Minister was

8 visiting here. There was a miscommunication about

9 his stay at a hotel in Boston, which created a

10 potential for an adverse relationship with the

11 Black Caucus, of which Congressman Mfune was

012 Chairman at the time. So, the Ambassador needed to

13 explain that to the Chairman and, being one of his

14 constituents, I called him and urged him if he

15 would meet with the Indian Ambassador, and he did.

16 Q. When was this meeting or when was this

17 conversation?

18 A. Sometime in '94. 1 don't know when.

19 Q. Was it in the fall of '94?

20 A. No. Much before that. I think more like

21 spring maybe. I don't know.

22 When the Indian Prime Minister came here,

uzuaa u~oaucot *
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that is when it happened.

l. What other instances did

w ":n he Ambassador personally?

A. Whenever went to his r

you
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have contact

fsidence for the

reze .::. :ns t-at he had.

Were trere any other
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official matters

the Ambassador

on to the meet

you call official

matters involving Indian American
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14

16
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19

20

21

22

to

ing

A. Well, I don't call them official. Th

are -ust matters of concern to all Indian

Americans, and I hope the Indian Ambassador,

whoever he or she may be.

Q. So, what were the other matters that

referred to that you contacted him about?

A. I did not contact him about anything.

0. You just said that you had several

contacts.
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A. I had contacts with him whenever I went

to his residence to attend cultural events.

Q. Were there other instances, other than

the Mfune meeting, where you had occasion to call

the Ambassador on another issue?

MS. WILLIS: Objection.

THE WITNESS: I did not have occasion to

call the Ambassador even for that meeting. He

called me. I did not call him.

BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

Q. Were there other times that he called

you?

A. No.

Q. Was it unusual for the Ambassador to call

you directly that one time?

A. No.

Q. Why not?

A. I am called by people in many positions.

Everyone calls me. So, what about an Ambassador is

different?

Q. For the Ambassador to call somebody

directly, somebody who is obviously probably very

50U ? 11= CO.* 4
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1 busy --

2 A. So am I.

3 Q. But why would he call you?

4 A. I would not have responded to anybody

5 else. He probably figured that out.

6 Q. What I am wondering about is why he

7 didn't go through Devendra Singh, as opposed to

8 calling you?
)

9 MS. WILLIS: Objection. Calls for

10 speculation.

--I THE WITNESS: I don't know.

0 12 MR. BERNSTEIN: Speculation is fine in

13 this context. Your objection is noted.

14 THE WITNESS: I have no speculation to

15 offer. Only the Ambassador can explain why he

16 called me and had not asked anyone else.

17 You are assuming that I had a special

18 relationship with Mr. Devendra Singh as against

19 the Ambassador and that is why you are asking the

20 question? Is that right?

21 BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

22 Q. I am just asking, do you have a special

o NMI. ... in Co V,
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re"aticnship with the Ambassador?

2 A. So what? I have the same relationship

3 w -  th cf them probably.

S. On an equal basis you would say?

A. An Ambassador is never equal to anybody

e~se. A-hassadcrs are in a class by themselves.

- we .have had two officials mentioned,

Mr. ~'ngh and Ambassador Ray. Any other Indian

E-hbassy of" cla. that contacted you on any other

A. -e gandhi memorial, for example, was

i2 gci.n to be bu" .t in Washington, D.C. and they

13 needed support for that. The bill was going to

14 Congress for the Gandhi Memorial. Sure. They

15 contacted me to see if I can generate support for

16 that, and I tried my best to do that.

17 Q. Generally what kind of support? Are you

18 talking about political or financial support?

19 A. Both.

20 Q. And that was when, the Gandhi memorial?

21 A. Back in maybe the late eighties or

22 something.

.aNfo. C..ii~i~i ....... ' i ! : i .. mma, JR., z . . .. o
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1 Q. Late eighties?

2 A. Yes. '88 or something.

3 There was a proposal going to the

4 Congress to erect a monument and make it part of

5 some park in D.C. for a Gandhi memorial. It was

6 running into problems in Congress. Mr. Stevens of

7 Alaska killed it finally, Senator Stevens.

8 Q. And the financial support was for what,

9 for the building?

10 A. To erect the monument, i guess.

11 Q. You are stating that the :dea was ki''ed?

12 A. Yes.

13 Q. It never got off the ground?

14 A. It was killed in Congress by the Senator

15 from Alaska.

16 Q. Had you raised any funds for the project?

17 A. No. The project wasn't going anywhere.

18 If it had gone somewhere, surely in exchange for

19 the Congress supporting that, the community would

20 have come up with some funds to maintain it. But

21 it never got anywhere. It died in the committee.

22 Q. Which other occasion were you called by

oM m MIXED C.' =C.
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1 the embassy for financial support or support with

2 members of Congress?

3 A. See. There you go again. You are asking

4 me on which other occasion I was called for

5 financial support. They never callevd me for

6 financial support.

7 1 didn't say they called me for financial

8 support with regard to the memorial. If it had

9 gone through, then the Indian community was going

10 to generate some funds so that the maintenance part

11 of it would not be a concern of the American

12 taxpayers. That was being proposed because we did

13 not want to burden the American taxpayers with the

14 expense of maintaining the monument.

15 Q. So you were contacted in your capacity to

16 generate support with the Indian community if it

17 got off the ground?

18 A. If it got off the ground.

19 First of all, we needed support in the

20 Congress to approve creation of the monument. it

21 has to be approved by the Senate and the House.

22 iThe Senate killed it, the committee of the Senate
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1 killed it.

2 I did what I could. I contacted

3 Senator -- he is from Kentucky -- Wendell Forbes, I

4 think, his office, because he was on the

5 committee. He wrote a nice letter supporting it,

6 but it didn't work.

7 Q. Who at the embassy was the individual

8 that talked to you about the Gandhi memorial?

9 A. I don't know. Maybe the then

. Ambassador. Most likely the Ambassador. I don't

-i know. Cr the Deputy Ambassador. I don't know.

0 12 1 can't be specific on that because it's

13 awhile ago and my memory isn't all that clear about

-- 14 that either. But one of them called me and I

15 thought the project was worthy of support, so I did

16 what I could.

17 MS. DILLENSEGER: Would you mark this,

18 please?

19 (FEC Exhibit No. 4

20 was marked for identification.)

21 BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

22 Q. I have here FEC Exhibit No. 4, which is

ininm *
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the Factual and Legal Analysis which you received a

copy of. I want you to take a look at it.

A. (Witness complies.)

Can I mark this?

Q. Yes. I believe we have another copy.

You can mark it.

A. Okay.

Q. You said you wanted to mark something?

A. No. That is okay.

Q. You mentioned earlier, it was off the

record, or maybe it was on the record, I think it

was on the record, that you had some disagreement

with the Factual and Legal Analysis.

Could you elaborate what specifically you

were referring to?

A. Well, I haven't gone through the legal

analysis, so I can't comment on that. Maybe my

counsel will give you a response in terms of the

legal analysis.

Factually, the amounts are wrong in

saying here that - -

Q. Referring to what page? Page 2?
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1 A. Page 2 where you state the Statement of

2 Facts, which served as the basis of my plea

3 agreement. It says originated from Devendra Singh.

4 And then the next sentence: "The link between the

5 Indian Embassy and this reimbursement scheme is

6 reflected."

7 No. Not the Indian Embassy in the
8 scheme. That is incorrect. Devendra Singh, yes.

9 Then going down, the amount of 60,800 is
10 incorrect. I don't agree with that. No.

11 Then what is this on page 3, first

12 paragraph, second line:

13 "Mr. Gadhia listed these contributions as
14 having been reimbursed in his personal records."

15 What are we talking about here? What

16 personal records? Do you have any that you can

17 show to me on which you relied to make this

18 statement? Do you have copies of any personal

19 records here that you rely on?

20 Q. We have information that - -

21 A. Wait a minute. That is different from

22 personal records.
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1 Well. we won't get into that.

A. .hs ;s your statement here.

3 '-es ckay.

4 i s is Nz'r statement here. I mean, you

Can'i . .-s- say . e way cone time and another way

we are Jeallng with written communication

e .ere h a,: : s le you. are relying on some personal

re:-rds :f -he. Where are they? I would like to

i see _

R. BR.NSTE..:N- I think that is helpful

012 for .

13 -eca-zse you have testified at some length

14 about the act:vities, and since Ms. Dillenseger

15 remem&ered :hat the way it started was you

16 expressing some concern about something that was in

17 the Factual and Legal Analysis, she wanted to be

18 sure we had a complete understanding of what your

19 disagreement was.

20 THE WITNESS: Sure. I appreciate the

21 opportunity to point out what is not correct here

22 factually. I welcome the opportunity.

. . ot
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1 This goes back to the total amount and

2 says an additional 57,300 is reimbursed to

3 individuals. Not correct.

4 Then in addition many of the indiv'da-s

5 who were solicited confirmed information. L :n:

6 know what that means, you know, that confirma -  - -.

7 who or what they are confirming to. Ahave n:

8 idea. That is just a very general statement.

9 don't know what it means. I can't tell you azree

10 with that.

11 Then these materials thus suggest -,a -

0 12 Lalit Gadhia permitted his name to be used tc

13 effect contributions. Whatever that means. I've

14 no idea what that means either.

15 Assisted others in making contributions

16 in the name of another. I don't know if that's

17 correct.

18 Solicted, accepted, and received

19 contributions from a foreign national. Not

20 correct. I don't know whether it was money coming

21 from domestic sources or foreign sources. I have

22 no idea.

mzzo2.
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1 Do you?

2 I don't know. That could be Mr. Farino

3 (spelled phonetically) who was contributing, giving

4 money, to Mr. Devendra Singh. Or Mr. Gingrich. I

5 don't know who.

6 Q. Is there anything else?

7 MS. WILLIS: I believe he went through

8 the first page.

9 THE WITNESS: Well, to begin with, I

10 don't have a copy of the letter because that really

11 astonished me.

4012 Do you have a copy of the letter you sent

13 to me?

14 MR. BERNSTEIN: We obviously are in a

15 situation where your counsel will have plenty of

16 opportunity to make any legal argument and havea

17 legal discussion.

is THE WITNESS: No. I am not making a

19 legal argument. I don't know the law. I am no

20 longer a lawyer.

21 MR. BERNSTEIN: What we are most

22 concerned about here is prodding your memory--I

0
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I understand your desire to put it behind you -- and

2 trying to have as complete an understanding as we

3 can get.

4 7HE WITNESS: I will be glad to help you

1- that as best as I can, but I am only going to

6 talk about factually the way I see everything as to

what " :s.

8 BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

7hTis is a complete copy of what was sent

tc you, the ccver letter. I am handing that to

0 :2 A. That 's fine. If I may just refer to

13 this.

14 Shall we call this part of Exhibit No. 4

15 here?

16 MS. DILLENSEGER: I don't know if we need

17 to put the cover letter in the exhibit.

18 We will mark it as a separate exhibit.

19 THE WITNESS: I would like to offer that

20 as my exhibit.

21 (FEC Exhibit No. 5

22 was marked for identification.)

.4~ ~
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BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

Q. FEC Exhibit No. 5 is the notification

letter from the Commission and attached to it is

the subpoena and the Factual and Leqal Analysis.

A. Which was already marked as No. 4.

Q. Right.

A. I received this, dated November 25, 1996,

from the Federal Election Commission addressed to

me, Lalit H. Gadhia, Esquire.

First of all, I am no longer "Esquire" as

of November 25, 1996 because anyone who has

followed my case knows that I turned in my license

to practice law as of August 6, 1996 when I was

sentenced in the Federal Court and I have not used

the suffix "Esquire" since then. But be that as it

may.

Then it says, on November 12, 1096, the

FEC found that there is reason to believe knowingly

and willfully I violated this.

Where was the FEC when Subodh Chandra

sent a letter in May of 1995 saying that be had

reason to believe that IALIF had received

N...................................

224
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1 contributions through me?

2 What happened on November 12th all of a

3 sudden? That is what I would like to know. This

4 is factually totally mind boggling that on November

5 12, 1996 the FEC is telling me that I am in

6 violation of 2 U.S.C. I am astounded by it, to say

7 the least.

8 Where was the FEC, as far as I am

9 concerned, between May of 1995 when in writing the

10 FEC was informed by Subodh Chandra? I expected to

11 receive something from the FEC at that point.

12 Nothing came until November 1996.

13 There is no explanation for that. Is it

14 the record keeping of FEC or what? I don't know.

15 Q. There is no reason to go into an

16 explanation.

17 A. I guess not now.

18 Q. I guess the notification letter and the

19 Factual and Legal Analysis is what was sent to

20 you.

21 A. Well, what puzzles me is what happened on

22 November 12th?

9
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else to

Do you have any other substantive --

You don't think that is substantive?

Well, I am asking, do you have anything

add?
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A. Well, there is nothing else factual in

there. It's all legal. I will defer to my counsel

to respond to the legal analysis.

MS. WILLIS: Certainly as well as any

facts beyond this deponent's personal knowledge.

I mean, things about your internal

procedures, obviously he is not adopting those as

his facts at this time.

THE WITNESS: Right. I am not.

BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

Q. You have stated that the Indian Embassy

sent mailings to individuals regarding various

bills or issues that were up before the Congress.

A. No. I said that I received mailings from

the Indian Embassy.

Q. From the embassy.

A. Correct.

I don't know who they were sent to.

226
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1 Q. You received mailings from the Indian

2 Embassy?

3 A. Right.

4 And the way I received it, I assume, as I

5 said, was because it was a computerized label. So,

6 my guess is that I wasn't the only one. They

7 created a computer list.

8 Q. You mentioned one mailing being the India

9 News, correct, that you received from the embassy?

10 A. Right.

11 Q. What other types of mailings did you

*12 receive from the embassy?

13 A. From time to time they would have

14 typewritten information about bills going through

15 the Congress that affect the Indian U.S.

16 relationship.

17 Q. And this typewritten information, was

18 that in the form of a letter addressed to you?

19 A. No. No. No letter. Just information.

20 Q. On a single sheet of paper?

21 A. Or more than one sheet. 8-1/2 by 11.

22 Stapled together.



O pje 228

1 Q. What was the sheet entitled?

2 A. White paper.

3 Q. What was the sheet entitled?

4 A. For your information these are the items

5 going to Congress.

6 Q. And who was the information signed by?

7 A. I don't believe it was signed by anybody.

8 Q. Which department?

9 A. It could have originated in the Community

.N 10 Affairs Office or it could be the Public

11 Information Office. Either one it could be.

0 12 Q. So this typewritten information would

13 state what? What would it state?

14 A. It would summarize the contents of the

15 bill, give the bill number, names of the sponsors

16 and date when the bill is going to come up for a

17 hearing and a vote.

18 Q. What were some of these notices referring

19 to? What were some of the issues that the

20 individual notices referred to?

21 A. Well, Dan Burton's bill, that was always

22 before the Congress, and the F-16 sale. I think

0
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1 that is really the two major things.

2 Q. What were some about Dan Burton's bill

3 that were sent out?

4 A. Dan Burton keeps on introducing a bill to

5 say that. India is violating human rights against

#the sheiks and in Kashmir and, therefore, India

7 should be declared in violation of all kinds of

8 things and the U.S. Government should withhold

9 relationships on many fronts with India.

So, it's a very disruptive kind of bill.

Q. Was there information about bills that

12 were favorable to India?

13 A. I can't recall a single bill that was

14 favorable to India that went to Congress. Maybe

15 you can name one and I will respond to it.

16 Q. So, in 1994, in addition to the F-16

17 notice that went out, what other notices on what

18 other issues went out that year?

19 A. I can't think of too many others.

20 Essentially the relationship has hinged around

21 these two kinds of issues that have been going

22 through Congress back and forth over many years

NIIAM 3M1T139 CO., I.
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1 now.

2 Q. Which are these two issues?

3 A. About Mr. Burton's effort to have

4 Congress declare India as a violator of human

5 rights and the sale of F-16s to Pakistan.

6 Q. Can you discuss instances when Ambassador

7 Ray or other Indian Embassy officials have vclced

8 support through speeches for various issues,

9 various legislative initiatives, in Congress?

10 A. I'm sorry. I didn't get that questicn.

11 Q. Can you discuss instances that you recall

12 where Indian Embassy officials, Ambassador Ray or

13 other embassy officials, have voiced support by way

14 of speeches with regard to legislative initiatives?

15 A. I don't believe they have ever supported

16 or opposed issues. They tried to educate the

17 Indian leadership, Indian American leadership, as

18 to how these issues affect the relationship between

19 India and the United States.

20 Q. Do you recall speeches in the context

21 where they would educate the Indian American

22 community about these issues?

Mf~r MS X J.I 3
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1 A. Give us factual information if there are

2 violations as alleged or not.

3 Q. How is the factual information conveyed?

4 A. At cultural events when they speak as to

5 what is happening in terms of the domestic

6 situation of India, which is of concern to some

7 people.

8 Q. During those presentations were there

9 instances where there was discussions of various

10 members of Congress and their role in the support

11of India?

012 A. No. There was no discussion about

13 members of Congress and their support for India

14 that I know of or that I can recall.

15 Q. What about a discussion about

16 Representative Burton and his initiative?

17 A. Well, everybody who was involved in the

18 issues affecting the relationship was quite aware

19 of Mr. Burton's efforts.

20 Q. You said there was educational

21 presentations or speeches at cultural events.

22 Which cultural events are you referring to?

NILI . 4
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A. As I mentioned, it could be the

Ambassador, it could be the Deputy Ambassador, it

could be one of the other people in some senior

position in the embassy.

Those presentations don't have much to dc

with any particular legislation. Don't get the

wrong impression. They are just general speeches

about how the democracies should work together and

how the Indian Americans should participate and

contribute to the processes of society.

Q. Were there any speeches from :nd:an

government officials that had come over to the U.S.

for a visit?

A. Like who?

Q. I am asking you.

Did the Indian American organization ever

host a visitor from India, from the Indian

government?

A. Not that I know of.

Q. Did you have any discussions with any of

the committees that received the money from either

IALIF or directly about the reimbursements?

mKZ ~ -M coo#]=*~



. pje 234

1 A. No.

2 Q. Did you ever have any discussion at all

3 with any treasurers of these committees?

4 A. No. Not that I can recall.

5 Q. You stated you were -- was it on the

6 Finance Committee for Sarbanes?

7 A. Sure. And Mikulski.

8 Q. And Mikulski.

9 According to the list here, there are

10 three contributions to Citizens for Sarbanes, one

11 contribution for yourself.

12 I am refeiring to the records that were

13 sent to Mr. Singh at the Indian Embassy, page 5.

14 It shows three contributions to Citizens for

15 Sarbanes, a $500 contribution from you, a $1,000

16 contribution from Anu Gadhia.

17 A. My ex.

18 Q. Your ex-wife?

19 A. Yes.

20 Q. And a $1,000 contribution from Mr. Wahi.

21 A. Yes.

22 Q Were you active in the Citizens for

o
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1 Sarbanes or generally in the Sarbanes fund-raising

2 drive?

A. Active in the sense that if there was an

4 event to raise money for which tickets were issued,

then 1 would try to sell them. Yes.

E. Did you have any discussions with the

ther members of the Sarbanes campaign staff about

8 the contributions that were made?

A. No.

... Did Mr. Chandra indicate to you that he

!. received any call from any recipient committees

12 about the contributions that IALIF made?

13 A. When?

14 Q. The contributions made in October of

15 '94.

16 A. No.

17 When is he supposed to have received

18 these calls?

19 Q. No. I am asking you if Mr. Chandra

20 mentioned to you that he ever received any call

21 from a recipient committee about any contributions?

22 A. After they received the contributions?

MnUin "IRT CO. * W
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1 Q. After they received the contributions.

2 A. That is what I am trying to pin down.

3 Q. Yes.

4 A. No. None that I can think of.

5 Q. So, when the story finally began to be

6 publicized, the story about the re:-bursement, what

7 actions did you take at that time?

8 A. There was no action I took at the time

9 except to read the newspaper and find out that he

I0 had written to you. That is what The Washington

11 Post said, that he had written to you and asked you

12 to look into it back in May of 1995.

13 Q. But the people that you had approached,

14 and let's start with Mr. Wahi, what was the

15 communication or interaction with Mr. Wahi at that

16 time?

17 A. I had no interaction with Mr. Wahi.

18 Q. Did Mr. Wahi call you to ask about what

19 was going on?

20 A. No.

21 Q. Did you call Mr. Wahi?

22 A. No.

.............
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What about Mr. Bahl?

No.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

anything

A.

Q.

A.

talk to

simply p

anybody.

Bahl contact you at all?

I can recall.

ut Uday Gadhia?

I can recall.

saying that he didn't say

say anything to him?

Once the story was out,

anybody who was involved

ut, I had no interest in

MS. WILLIS: At some

was, of course, represented by

BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

Q. Did Ms. Osborne speak

A. When?

Q. After the story broke

A. No.

"rum
597,

I didn't want

with it. Very

talking to

point Mr. Gadhia

counsel.

to you about this?

out.

Did Mr.

Not that

What abo

Not that

Are you

to you?

No.

Did you

No.

N.

to
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1 Q. You never had any discussion with

2 Ms. Osborne about her contributions?

3 A. I think maybe she was still with me for a

4 week after the story, maybe a few days, and there

5 may have been some incidental conversation about

6 it. don't know. I just was saying, don't worry

7 about it. That is all. I may have said that to

8 her.

9 Q. Did you give her any instructions about

10 dealing with any records or any documents?

11 A. I don't recall.

0 12 Q. Did you have any discussion with
1)

13 Sachinder Gupta about this since you are saying

14 that he was not reimbursed?

15 Did he contact you?

16 A. Not that I can recall.

17 Q. What about the Trivedis, Aruna and Sudhir

18 Trivedi? Did they call you?

19 A. Not about this that I can recall.

20 All these people are my friends and I had

21 communication with them on other matters all the

22 time.

O-
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Q. So, you are saying that you didn't call

anybody and they did not react and call you when

this broke out?

A. I don't recall. And I guess they felt it

was not proper at that point to talk to me.

Q. What did Mr. Chandra say to you when this

first came out?

A. He told me that he had written to the FEC

and he was hoping that the FEC would pursue this.

Q. He called you and said he had written tc

the FEC?

A. As best as I recall, yes.

Q. Did he contact you first?

A. I don't know.

Q. Did he ask you what had taken place?

A. No.

Q. So, what did he say exactly?

A. He said that he had been informed by a

reporter that there were possible reimbursements

and that he had written to the FEC and that I

should seek counsel.

Q. So, that was the extent of your

Co., =C.
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conversation with him?

A. That was about it, as best as I can

recall .

Q.-

Embassy?

A.

Q.

Embassy?

A.

Q.

Indian Emb

A.

Q.

A.

Q.

A.

India, as

Q.

Embassy?

A.

Q.

Did you get any calls from the Indian

None that I can recall.

Did you call anybody at the Indian

No. Not that I can think of.

Did you get any letter from anyone in the

assy?

No.

Did you get a letter from Mr. Singh?

No.

Did you get a call from Mr. Singh?

No. Mr. Singh by that time left for

I recall.

Did you happen to visit the Indian

Not that I can think of.

Did anyone from the Indian Embassy visit

you?

RIU4R ~ -Y t
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A.

time and

anything

4 -c --den--

A.

A.

at tA.is

any

Q.

othe

the matt

A.

Q.

regardin

A.

Q.

A.

Not that I can think of.

Since the story broke out,

the present time, have you

from the Indian Embassy rel

between

received

ating to

Nc.

MS. ":LLENSEGER: We are going to close

P .

BY MS. DILLENSEGER:

Mr. Gadhia, do you have any knowledge of

r facts, events or conversations concerning

ers that we have discussed today?

Not that I can think of.

Have we fully explored your knowledge

g these matters?

Only you know that.

Well, I am asking you?

You are exploring. Not me.

241

that

this

NCt that 1 can think of.

Receive what?

A telephone call.

.o wish me well at Volunteers of America?

NXLLW pool
irk
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1 MS. DILLENSEGER: I am advising you that

2 you have the right to review and sign the

3 transcript of this deposition when it is

4 completed. You may, however, at this time waive

5 your right.

6 Do you wish to waive your right tc rev iew

7 and sign the transcript?

8 MS. WILLIS: We will read and sign.

9 THE WITNESS: I will waive.

10 MS. WILLIS: You will waive?

11 THE WITNESS: Yes.

12 MS. WILLIS: Fine.

13 MS. DILLENSEGER: You will waive it?

14 THE WITNESS: I will waive it. I don't

15 have to sign it, unless counsel wants me to.

16 Why don't you reserve on that and let us

17 get back to you?

18 Can you reserve on that?

19 MS. DILLENSEGER: We will reserve. Fine.

20 Mr. Gadhia, we are also reserving the

21 right to recall you as a witness if, after we

22 review the record, further testimony is needed.

minim1 . . Co.- 2= -
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One last

fee which you are

there is any kind

if there is any ki

trip over here.

MS. WILL

appreciated.

MS.

thing. I menti

entitled to and

of mileage. You

nd of mileage in

IS: The witness

That is all.

DILLENSEGER:

24

oned the witness

let me know if

can let me know

volved in your

fee would be

We now stand

adjourned.

10 (Whereupon,

11 of the deposition was

12

13

NzUAM

at 5

conc

:30 p.m., the taking

luded.)

(Signature not waived.)
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CERTIFICATE OF DEPONENT

I have read the foregoing 243 pages,

which contain the correct transcript of the answers

made by me to the questions therein recorded.

LALIT GADHIA

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

day of , 19

Notary Public in and for

My commission expires:

MAW
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CERTIFICA TE OF NOTARY PUBLIC

I, PAULA J. EASTES. the officer before whom the foregoing (eposition was taken.

do hereby testify that the witness whose testimony appears in the foregoing

deposition was duly sworn by me. that the testimony of said witness was taken by me

stenographically and thereafter reduced to typewriting under my direction: that said

deposition is a true record of the testimony given by said witness. that I am neither

counsel for. related to. nor employed by any of the parties to the action in which this

deposition was taken; and further, that I am not a relative or employee of any

attorney or counsel employed by the parties hereto nor financially or otherwise

interested in the outcome of the action.

PAULA J. EASTFS

Notary Public in and for

the State of Maryland

My commimon expires: February 7, 2000
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

11 tWashington, DC 20463 
SEISlIWI

November 9, 1998
MEMORANDt'N

I0: I he Commission

FRON: l.arence NI. Noble
(Jeneral Counsel

BY: !.ois Lerner
Associate General Counsel

S[BJL"I-- Closed NIl.R 4582
Siatus of Disgorgement--Friends of Congressman Fingerhut

In \11'R 4582. the Commission instructed 12 federal political committees that had
received contributions reimbursed through Lalit Gadhia to disgorge the illegal contributions to
the United States Treasury. In the General Counsel's Report dated March 16. 1998, which
closed this matter, this Office informed the Commission. inter alia, that all the recipient
committees except for Friends of Congressman Fingerhut ("Fingerhut Committee")' had fully
disgorged. Attachment I. In correspondence with this Office, the Fingerhut Committee claimed
that it vas not in a financial position to make the full $1,000 disgorgement and proceeded to
make a partial disgorgement of $250 with a promise to conduct several fund-raisers to pay the
remaining balance within several months. Attachment 2. On March 18, 1998, this Office
received a check from the Fingerhut Committee for $250 rather than the $750. Attachment 3. In
telephone conversations and by letter, this Office reminded the Fingerhut Committee of its
obligation to fully disgorge the illegal contribution and instructed it to pay the $500 balance by
April 13. 1998. Attachment 4. To date. the Fingerhut Committee has not made any payments,
and we do not expect to further hear from them.

A reiev of the Fingerhut Committee's 1997 Mid-Year Report, the most recent report
filed with the Commission, reflects only $41 cash-on-hand and over $53,000 in debts. In light of

I Eric Fingerhut was elected to the House of Representatives in 1992. He ran again in
1994 but lost the election. He is not currently a candidate for federal office.



2

this Committee's moribund financial situation, the fact that it is defunct, and given that the
amount remaining on the disgorgement is small, this Office, absent objection, does not intend to
further pursue disgorgement from the Fingerhut Committee. This memorandum wiji be part of
the public record.

Attachments:
1. General Counsel's Report. dated March 16, 1998. page 9.
2. Letters from Fingerhut Committee. dated February 5, 1997 (enclosing check):

September 22. 197: and November 7. 1997.
. Letter from [ ingerhut Committee. dated March 12. 1998 (enclosing check)
4. Letter from (W(iC to Fingerhut Committee, dated April 3. 1998

StaftfAssigned: Do~minique l)illensegcer
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February 5, 1997

Ms. Dominique Dillenseger
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street NW
Washington, D C. 20723

RF- MUR 4582

Dear Ms [)illenseger

Pursuant to the Federal Election Commission's letter dated December 2, 199.7 and

subsequent telephone conversations, we request the following

* submission of partial re-payment equal to $250.00, and

petition for a period of time not to exceed six months for full re-payment

Though we had no knowledge of any concerns regarding this contribution, we

acknowledge the seriousness of the matter and will make every effort to repay the full

amount as soon as possible

Please feel free to call Mr. Steve Feris of our staff if there are any further questions.

can be rz-ached at 216-561-7663

We

He

in advance for your cooperation

enclosure

cc Mike Mayor 2775 South Moreland Duuevard #200
Ctevieaad, Ohio 44120

561-7663 561-1942 (fax)

Paid r w mid authoniz~~J t'. FIn o(F~rw Imgl'wi C paniaa 1 ',nn1ec. .C(l Faits Trcaaww

PONAM
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f ED[RAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WA%'III ,("ION. DC 10441

TWO WAY MORANDUM

O: OC, Docket

FROM: -q Rosa E. Swinton
Accounting Technician

SU"RJECt: Account Determination for Funds Received

We recently received a check from c(Imv_ ar sr- R , check umber F, d t &
and in the amount-ofAttached is a copy of the check end any correspo)4ence thatwas forwarded. Please indicate below the account into whichit should be deposited, and the KUR number aW Mane.

TO: Rosa E. Swinton
Accounting Technician

rROK: OGC, Docket

In reference to the above check In the sant ofthe KUa nuumber is~naeo
Awhilhi s s-- ha40140 The account Intocbldepos i s I eat below$

1t S ul a* 4 uis1d,

Budget Clearing Account (OGC), 9SF3875.16

ivil Penalties Account, 95-1099.160

Other: .re -_"___-'"___ _,_,_,

SlgR6aure 0



FRIENDS OF CONGRIj3SSMAN FINGERtiUT
P 0 Box 24213

ayhedd |heighs O)hio 44124

A,/-2- 1997

77 --

Nam nia
Clevelnd, Ohio

FOR .
"00 13 2t 4" .:0t1000 L 24,: 3-. ?--,

1324

6 121410

_$ .o.c

AT UG ME-Z-1- ---
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September 22, 1997

\lr F-ric Morrison
Federal -lection Commission
Q)) F Street NW
Wahngton, I) C"' 20461

RE: MUR4582

Dear MIr Morrison

I am writing this letter pursuant to our telephone conversation of last week

I have made Mr Fingerhut and all other relevant parties aware of our outstanding

obligation At this time, we are not in a financial position to make payment 'n the
remaining balance of $750 00

However, we have begun fundraising efforts in order to resolve this obligation.

Please call me if y-ou have any questions or need any additional information I can be

reached at 216-561-7663

Sincerely,

Steve Ferns
Political Director

J4'jjII*j;(bj*j§jjt
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November 7, 1997

Mr [ric .orrison
-ederal H:ection Commission

\kh n I Street NW ,

k\ ashington. 1) C 2040'

RE: MlR4582

l)car Mr Morrion

I am vrtintg this letter pursuant to our telephone conversation of last % eek

.As ,ou requested.
Februarx 5. 1Q'7
make payment on
months

this letter is a follov,-up to letters dated
These letters in sum. stated that we are

the remaining balance of S750 00, and 2

September 2., 1997 and
1 not in a financial position to
would make payment within six

As of November 7. 1997. we are not in a financial position that would allow us to make

payment As I stated on the telephone. we have scheduled a number of fund-raising events

in December in order to raise monies to make this payment

Those fund-raising events are scheduled for December 7, 11. 13. and 16 We fully

anticipate to make payment on this matter follow ing the completion of these events

Please call me if you have any question Nr need any additional infbrmation My number is
216-561-7663

Sincerel,.

Political Director

I

.i '.0.r- -



MAYOR AND CON Y CPAs

BEACHCIUFF EXECUFTVE CENRE
1340 DEPOT STREET SUITE 102

ROCKY RIVER. OHIO 44116-1741
440-331-6000

Nlarch 12, I998

Ms )ominique Dillenseger
Federal Election Commission
999 F Street NW

Washington, DC 20723

Re MIR 4582

Dear Ms Dillenseger

Enclosed as requested, please find check #1334 in the amount of $250 dated March 12, 1998.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions regarding this information.

Very truly yours,

Michael S Mayor

MS,%tccp

Enclosure (check)

CLL

ag of
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March 18, 1.998

TWO WAY MEMORANDUM

TO: OGC Docket

FROM: Rosa E. Swinton
Accounting Technician

SUBJECT: Account Determination for Funds Received

We recently received a check from Friends of Congressman Fingerhut,

check number 1334, dated March 12, 1998, for the amount of, $250.00. A

copy of the check and any correspondence is being forwarded. Please indicate

below which a account the funds should be deposited and give the MUR/Case

number and name associated with the deposit.

TO: Rosa E. Swinton Leslie D. Brown

Accounting Technician Disbursing Technician

FROM: OGC Docket

SUBJECT: Disposition of Funds Received

In reference to the abv check in the amount of ________, the

MUR/Case number is and in the name of__ _ _

FiIerd r-- i 4 Cr 'T'J&m^#% 3- ll fKI1. Place this deposit in the

account indicated be ow:

Budget Clearing Account (OGC), 95F3875.16

Civil Penalties Account, 95-1099.160

" Other: _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Signature 
Date

ftge& 0-01
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20463

April 3, 1998

By Facsimile and U.S. Mail

Ste% e Ferris. Treasurer
1 riends of Congressman Fingerhut
134( l)epot Street, Suite 102
lkuckv River. (1l 44116

RE: MUR 4582

l)ear ir. Ferris:

During our telephone conversation on March 3, 1998, I reminded you that despite
repeated promises to do so, and the fact that over a year has elapsed since the
Commission asked the the Friends of Congressman Fingerhut Committee to disgorge, the
committee has yet to pay the $750 remaining balance on its $1,000 disgorgement. You
responded that a check would be cut and sent out immediately. Pursuant to your
representations, I informed the Commission that the Committee would make full
payment. When I did not receive a check, I made several telephone calls to your office
and left messages with your assistant.

On March 18, 1998, we received a $250 check, instead of a $750 check, from
Michael S. Mayor. In a telephone conversation with Mr. Mayor, he stated that it was his
understanding, based on a conversation with you. that there was no promise that the full
balance would be paid. Mr. Mayor stated that he would check with you and call me back
on Monday, March 30, 1998. To date, Mr. Mayor has not called me back.

As we have informed you previously, this is a disgorgement of an illegalcontribution, not merely a settlement of a debt. Accordingly, the Commission instructs
you to disgorge the full amount of the remaining balance of the illegal contribution made
to the Committee, $500, to the United States Treasury, care of the Federal Election
('ommission by close of business on lFrida\. April 13, 1998. If we do not hear from No
by that date, we will notify the Commission. If'\ ou have any' questions, please feel free
to contact nmc at (202) 694-1650.

Sincerel,.

l)ominiquc l)illcnsegcr 4 b "
:\ttonv -



IFEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

MEMORANDUM
TO: Office of the Commission Secretary

FROM: Office of General Counsel

DATE: November 9, 1998

SUBJECT: MUR 4582-Memo to the Commission

The attached is submitted as an Agenda document for the
Commission Meeting of

Open Session _ Closed Session

CIRCULATIONS

SENSITIVE
NON-SENSITIVE El

72 Hour TALLY VOTE

24 Hour TALLY VOTE

24 Hour NO OBJECTION

INFORMATION

DISTRIBUTION

Elz
El

E-l

COMPLIANCE

Open/Closed Letters
MUR
DSP

STATUS SHEETS
Enforcement
Litigation
PFESP

RATING SHEETS

AUDIT MATTERS

LITIGATION

ADVISORY OPINIONS

REGULATIONS

OTHER

z
El
El
El
0
n
El
0

El

0

El
0

0
0

0


