
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K STREET N.W

WASHINCION,D.C. 20463

12 A UG 1976

Anthony F. Demarco, Esq.
724 Industrial Bank Building
Providence, Rhode Island 02903

Re: MUR 086 (76)

Dear Mr. De~arco:

This is in response to your letter of July 14,
1976, on behalf of Ralph J. Perrotta, seeking t$-o reopen
the Commission' s files in the above-captioned matter.
In order to more fully explain the rationale for closing
this matter, I am enclosing a copy of my report to the
Commission in which I recommend that no further investi-
gation is warranted. Your letter sets forth no new

r7 facts which, in my opinion, merit a reopening of this
matter.

I do appreciate the interest of Mr. Perrotta in
seeing that there is compliance with the Federal Election
Campaign Laws.

N Sincerely yours,

N~md 
onG up~ r

Sge John G. urphy, Jr.

General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
1325 K STREET N.W
WASHINGTON.D.C. 20463

Ar. Ralph J. Perrotta
14 Pittman Street
Providence, Rhode Island

Re: MUR 086 (76)

Dear Mr. Perrotta:

Pursuant to a recent telephone conversation between

you and David Spiegel of ny sza-f-, .herewith enclose

a copy of the report which was mailed to your counsel.

I trust this will answer your questions.

Sincerely yours,

John G. Murphy, Jr.
General Counsel

Enclosures



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WL~AY@ 1325 K STREET N.W
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

Anthony F. DeMarco
Attorney at Law
724 Industrial Bank Building
Providence, Rhode Island 02903

Re: MUR 086 (76)

Dear Mr. DeMarco:

This is in response to your letter of July 14, 1976
on behalf of Ralph J. Perrota, seeking to reopen the
Commission's files in the above-captioned matter. In
order to more explain the rationale for closing this
matter, I am enclosing a copy of my report to the
Commission in which I recommend that no further in-

- vestigation was warranted. Your letter sets forth no new
facts which, in my opinion, merit a reopening of this

C~l matter.

I do appreciate the interest of Mr. Perrota in seeing
that there is compliance with the Federal Election Campaign
Laws.

N Sincerely yours,

erlCounsel

Enclosure

oft jLih4



BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of)
) MLR 086 (76)

Tenneco, Inc.)

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

I. Allegation

Ralph J. Perrotta, in a complaint dated February 25,

1976, alleges contributions by Tenneco, Inc., to Rhode

Island officials in violation of Section 610.

II. Evidence

Other than a newspaper account which was based on an

-8-K report filed by Tenneco with the SEC. no evidence or

r~l specifics were provided by complainant. In reviewing this

matter, the Office of General Counsel obtained the 8-K Report.

C71 This indicated that a $100 contribution was made by a Tenneco

N subsidiary in connection with local or state elections in

N Rhode Island.

III. Analysis

Following an initial analysis of this matter, the

Compliance Section of the Office of the General Counsel

recommended that there was no reason to believe any further

in-restigation of this matter was warranted. However, pur-

suant to Commission discussion on June 3, 1976, a further



2-

review was conducted. This included a new analysis of the

SEC report, a review of campaign reports of various Rhode

Island candidates, and contact with SEC attorneys. Having

concluded this review, we adhere to our original recommendation.

Neither the SEC report nor the newspaper account suggest

that any contributions were made by Tenneco to any candidate

for Federal office from Rhode Island. The contribution alleged

to be a violation in the complaint appears to have been a

lqr single contribution of $100 made "since 1970." It was reported

%1* to have been made by local sales managers of a Tenneco sub-

sidiary to local or state officials in Rhode Island. The 8-K

Report states that the contribution is permissible under State

_ law in Rhode Island. The reports on file with the Commission

of former state officeholders who are currently running for

Federal office in Rhode Island do not indicate any transfers

N from other state political campaigns. Thus, even if the $100

N represents coerced contributions, there is no evidence whatso-

ever suggesting that it was used to influence Federal elections.

IV. Conclusion

Close file; send attached letters.

General Counsel

DATE:



ANTHONY F. DEM.&RcoN
ATTOmU"y AT #Ijh
T104 IND~sDUIZSAM * ISM5t 41Al

PUOVIDNNCZ, XxOnE ISLAND 09003 *1

July 14i, 1976

John G. Murphy, Jr,.-
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
Washington, D.C, 20463

Re: MUR 086 (76)

Dear Mr. Murphy:

Please be advised that I am legal counsel for
Ralph J. Perrotta. I am in receipt of your corres-
pondence of June 29, 1976, wherein you conclude "that
there is no reason to believe"' there has been a viola-
tion of the Federal Election Campaign Act, After
waiting five months, it appears that the only action
taken by the Federal Election Commission was a re-

411STview of the report filed by Tenneco, Inc,, with the
Securities and Exchange Commission.

I would like to point out that the Federal Election
N Campaign Act, as amended, reserves to the Commission

the "exclusive and primary jurisdiction for the civil
N enforcement of the Act," The Act also expends the in-

vestigatory power of the Commission and provides "for
greater public disclosure" off enforcement activities
of the Commission, Commeasurate with the exclusive
jurisdiction of the Commission and its expanded in-
vestigatory power is the duty to render to complainants
and the public, an account of Commission activites.

In light of the impending elections, the most
significant event in the democratic process, and in
light of the power and trust given to the Federal El-
ection Commission, it would seem that the people of
the State of Rhode Island are entitled to a detailed
explanation of the extent of your investigation and
positive assurance from you that none of the candidates
for Federal office in this state was involved in re-
ceiving illegal gifts from oil companies presently
drilling o--'fLr our coast. -



Pat
Tuly 14~ 1976

Please advise us as to your decision in this matter.

Very truly yours,,

AMTOY F. DE MARCO
Attorney At Law

AFD: can

ff'~

OT~C~. p~: .



ANTHONY F. DEMARCO
ATTORNEY AT LAW

724 INDUSTRIAL DANK DUILDINO

PROVIDENCE. RHODE ISL-AND 02903

two

John G. ?.M.,urphy,, Jr.
General Counsel
Federal Elections Commission
1325 K Street N.W.
W1ashington, D.C. 20463

- -
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Tenneco, Inc.
MUR 086 (76)

CERTI FICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary to the Federal Election

Commission, do hereby certify that on June 24, 1976, the

Commission determined by a vote of 4-0 that there was no reason

to believe that a violation of the Federal Election Campaign

Act of 1971. as amended, had been committed in the above-captioned

matter. Voting that there was no reason to believe were

Commissioners Aikens, Staebler, Thomson and Tiernan. Commissioner

Harris abstained from voting. Commissioner Springer was absent.

Accordingly, the file in this matter has now been closed.

>224
to the Commission

~4~

C,

N

N



June 24f 1976

MMORAN4DUM TO: The File

FROM: David R. Spiegel

RE: MUR 086 (76)

on June 24# 1976, after discussion in ExecutiveSession,

the Commission voted 4 - 0 to approve the recommendation set.

forth in the General Counsel's Report for this matter. Corn-

missioner Harris abstained; Commissioner Springer was not

present.
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In the Matter of'

Tenneco, Inc.
MUR 086 (76)

COMMISSION ACTION

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allega-

tions in the complaint in this miatter and has concluded that

on the basis of the information available to it there is.no

reason to believe that any violation of the Federal Election

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended has been committed. The

Federal Election Commission has accordingly voted,

to close the file in this matter.

Vernon Thomson
Chairman

Neil Staebler
Commissioner,

Joan D. Aikens
Commissioner

Thomas Harris
Vice Chairman

William L. Springer
Commissioner

Robert 0. Tiernan
Commissioner

~i7ji U

N

N

DATE:

M.F1~ THE FEDERAL1 ELECTION COIOI ON,



BEFORE TB FEDrAL ELECTION COMI 8*

In the, Hatter of)
) HUR 086,(6

Tennieco, Inc.

GENERAL COUNSEL' S REPORT

I. Allegation

Ralph J. Perrotta, in a complaint dated February,, 25,.

1976, alleges contributions by Tenneco, Inc.# to Rhode

Island officials in violation of Section 610.

II. Evidence

Other than a newspaper account which was based on an

8-K report filed by Tenneco with the SEC, no evidence or

specifics were provided by complainant. In reviewing this

matter, the Office of General Counsel obtained the 8-K Report.

This indicated that a $100 contribution was made by a Tenneco

CO-41 subsidiary in connection with local or state elections in

Rhode Island.

III. Analysis

Following an initial analysis of this matter, the

Compliance Section of the Office of the General Counsel

recommended that there was no reason to believe any further

investigation of this matter was warranted. However, pur-

suant to Commission discussion on June 3, 1976, a further

A 0
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reviev, was conducted. This included a new anfalysis 'of ,.ti

SEC report, a review of campaign reports of various Rhode

Island candidates, and contact with SEC attorneys. Havilng.

concluded this review, we adhere to our original recommendation.w

Neither the SEC report nor the newspaper account suggest

that any contributions were made by Tenneco to any candidate

for Federal office from Rhode Island. The contribution alleged

to be a violation in the complaint appears to have been a

single contribution of $100 made "since 1970." it was reported

to have been made by local sales managers of a Tenneco sub-

sidiary to local or state officials in Rhode Island. The 8-K

Report states that the contribution is permissible under State

law in Rhode Island. The reports on file with the Commission

of former state officeholders who are currently running for

Federal office in Rhode Island do not indicate any transfers

from other state political campaigns. Thus, even if the $100

represents coerced contributions, there is no evidence whatso-

ever suggesting that it was used to influence Federal elections.

IV. Conclusion

Close file; send attached letters.

I

DATE:



SECURITIES AND EXCHAN&Q ?'IO

WSHINGTO D.C. 2-M
75~4AR1 p3:3

Ifte Anthony Afth
Federal Ilctions COInd SSion
1325 WK Street, VW
Washington,, D.C. 20463

Re: Tenneco, 9 nc.

Dear Hrt. Athy:

Pursuant to your recent request, enclosed is a copy
of the report on Form 8-K filed by Tenneco Inc. relating to
Improper payments.

I trust that this material will be of assistance
to you.

Sincerely yours,

Robert G. Ryan7
Branch Chief

Enclosure

oIv.S10or O
ENPORCENI1T

MIT



UNITED STATES
SEcuRMES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D. C. 2054

OFFICIAL BUSINESS
PENALTY FOR PRIVATE USE 6500
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Mr. Anthony Athy
Federal Elections Comission
1325 'K' Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463
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*SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COW-MISSION
Washingtoni* D. C. 20549

Form 8

,'AMENDMENT TO APPLICATION OR REPORT

Filed pursuant to Section 12, 13 or 15(d)
Securities Exchange Act of. 1934

of the

F or the Month of January 1976

Tenneco Inc.
P. 0. Dox 2511

Houiston, Texas 77001

FEDEL ELECIui MMN~
FFICIAL FILE Cf

rifOf GENERAL Do'~

% 40
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SECLIRITIF ES AND EXCHANGE cO:4'IssIOU
Washington, D. C. 20549

FORM 8

AMENDIMENT TO APPLICATION OR'REPORT

Filed pursuant to Section 12, 13 or 15(d)

of

THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934

TENNECO INC.
(Exact name of registrant as specificd. in charter)

AMENDMENT NO. 1

The undersigned registrant hereby amends its Current
Report on Form 8-K for the month of January 1976 by providing
information for the following item as set forth in the pages
attached hereto:

ITEM 13

Pursuant to tile requirements of the Securities.Exchange
Act of 1934, the registrant has duly caused this amendment to
be signed on its behalf by the undersigned, thereunto~ duly
authorized.

-TENNECO INC.

By
Robert H. Miller,
Vice President

Date:- February 13, 1976

t 1EDRAt aECTIo' N9'ISSIMN

114SEL

&
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Item 13. Other E ~mi yTior i.tvent.*

In fiarch 1975 the mariq'u_1oii and the Audit Committee
(cornpof;cd of four ou'sid ijrector.,) of TenneIco Inc. reviewed
certain paymcnts t-o foreiqzi busine'~'; consultants during 1974
in conniection with the at.quifaiioii or proposed acquisition of
proper ties; or interials from forc-1'jn cjovcrri-rents or agencies

* thereof. It. was concluded at such time that the paymients were
for val]id busine!ss; purpofc ; and thc4it there was no indication
the paymcnts .were illegal or improper. Accordingly, no action
was taken. Later in 1975, howevo:-, the matter was reconsidered
by management because of the publicity concerning the new and
emerging concept of "sensitive pirjnrnts" and the concern ex-
pressed by various Securitics and ';change Comission (the
"ConT~ission") representatives with re-spect thiereto. At a
meeting in Octobe..r 1975 the Audit Comirittee-,j with the concur-
rence of the full Board of Directors;, determined that in light
of the information presented at the icting concerning such
1974 payments and the rcccnt publicity concerning foreign
and domriestic bribes and political activities of an illegal
or questionable nature by other corporations, management

* should undertake at once a full. and complete review of the
* Company's foreign 4nd domestic operations. Tenneco Inc. and

* its subsidiaries are hereinafter ireferred to as the "Company"

unless otherwise indicated. The Audit Committee authorized
Arthur Andersen b Co., the Company's independent public
accountants, and Baker & Bottss, the Comipany's outside legal

* counsel, to assist- in such review. The Commission was
promptly advised that, in compliance with the Commission's
publicly enunciated and recommended voluntary disclosure

* program, the review was being made for the period beginning
January 1, 1970 an(] that a report to the Audit Committee
and to the Commission would be made as promptly as practicable.

* The review has been conducted by representatives
* of Arthur Andersen & Co. and Baker & Blotts, with the active

assistance and cooperation of the Comvpany's management.
Interim reports by such representatives to the staff of the
Commission were made on October 30, and December 18, 1975 and
January 20, 1976. Reports to the Audit Committee, and to the
full Board of Directors, were made on December 10,, 1975 and
January 7, .1976.

Information was obtained through writt~n inquiries
and personal interviews of executive personnel and other em-

* ployces of the Company and of-certaint foreign consultants.
Approximately seventy-five such persons have been cont %acted
in one manner or the other, or both.. Although no pattern of
improper or questionable conduct was revealed either in
foreign or domestic operations reviewed at the direction of

the Audit Committee, there have been reports of apparently
* improper or questionable practices in certain instances.

The Company uses numerous local attorneys, adviser&,
consultants and iclents in connection with certain of its
foreign operations inll roiat 24 countries. These
individuals -are i ndependont luinctsrncn, izn-my of whom have
written contract!; wit~h the C~ai relating to specific
countrie:; or area., or to proiijc je~~cts. During the
period Jnnu*Ary 1, 1970 tht ~h:;r,Pesnbe)r 30j, 1975, the Company



use or benefit- of emplo(Yees of(:Jforeign qoverninent!; or agencies
Lh~!: ~ 1-~ i ~v~ ti~;.i -. T1,( 1- ro!-rvoa 't - i-tenc.e-of

anly other jdici L) o eijIi.ueI.II.l liployce., or w.il-

* tars' pertionawl or thi-itanty such paynxents w1ere beiricj "kicked

back" to the Coiipiny. or its cruployic:es or u-se-d to create a
*"siuh fund" of' any kind. 11owe *ve.-_, in soi-e( cases the pay-

ments are made to the consultant or his nominee ovitnide

* thc country of his residence and verificlation of the end

use of the payments is not fcas iblo.. The question of whether

local laws of the countries involved arc being violated

by mnaking such payments to the consultant or his nominee

* outside the country of his residence is being reviewed and

will be reported to the Audit Committee.

Of the payments reviewed for such period, i)

* $10,000 is known to have bieen paid to a foreign government

employee, (ii) $25,,000 it. knowvn to have been invested in a

U.S. concern in which onc! or wore foreign government employees

* probably have a beneficial interc-st, (iii) approximately

$500,000 was paid to the military and to certain military

* personnel in a foreign country for protection of a subsidiary's

employees working in remote, dange rous locations and for

rental of military aircraft and related equipment and (iv)

a local sales manager of a subsidiary purchased in 1975

* out of the subsidiary's petty cash fund merchandise valued-

at approximately $480 arnd gave same to three employees or

* officials of a foreign governmcnt purchasing office or

agency to which the subsidiary was selling equipment. Thle

two payments totaling $1.0,000 were improperly described on

* the books of the Company and may have been improperly de-

* ducted for U.S. income tax purposes., The $25,000 invest-

* ment is properly described on the books of the Company.. 
The

* payments' totaling $500,000 for military protection 
and equip~

rent were properly described on the Company's books and 
are

considered properly deductible for U.S. income tax purposes

* because of the-'absolute necessity of military protection 
in *

* that particular country. The $480-payment was not-correctly

described on the Company's books.

In connection with negotiations involving proposed

* long-term, multi-billion dollar purchases of raw materials

from certain countries, consultants have contractual commit-

ments to receive from the Company additional sumts aggregating-

* UP to-approximnately $12.0 million (subject to adjustments,

not presently subject to determination, under certain 
cir -

cuxnstances because of fluctuating currency exchange rates)

plus out7of-pocket expenses upon successful 
conclusion of

all phases of such arrangeirnQnts.

Under contractual arrangements in-four countriest

the Company has made scholarship payments from time to-time

* aggrcgating $330,000 for the five years and nine months

ended September 30, 1975.

In connection with certai~n sales of pioducts through

independent dealers, in-foreija countries, the Company follows

the practice,%-.here reques;te~d by Such dealers, of withholding

all or a portion of the dea].cr'lS. COMMission-as an account

payable to the dealer or or pziyitil all. or a portion of .the

dealer's coirmis:;-iofl to a bank account 6utside the country



aJa in',; t alJ) ntf; duo tI hE'Cciii Thc1'!epaymoints are properly
de.scri bed on Lthe Couip1f)AW1y :; oo)-f. -nd the Company's tax re-

irIvolVcd are li'ilnrj vi c ~b L1jr\ mcIaU~.I.
reported to the Audit (CoiAittOO.

The Audit Com.iit tee of thr, Board of Directors has
* dreced ancqc_;ent oft t_ Co qwmy to forinlate p:oeue n

* policies to cliiinate po~.sible irre-culariti.es in connection
with foreign operationr;, and to preK;ent such procedures and
policies to the Audit Corlmittee and the Board of Directors
for review, comment and i.pproval. Thereafter, management
will be charged with the responsibility, through internal
audit procedures and such other techniquces as may be deemed
reasonably neceSsary (including diseipliriary action, 'and,
where appropriate, dismisscal for violations-), of insuring
compliance with such procedures and policiez; on a company-

* wide basis. In this connection, arnd in addition to broader
policy statements to be enunciated with reslpect to U.S. and
foreign business operations in general, management intends
to recorunond the affirmation of substantially the following
policy regarding payments which may be made in any country
in connection with the-purchases of products or raw materials-
or the sale of products or servic6s:

"The Board of Directors and management of
Tenneco Inc., having due regard for and recog-

* nition of the respons_,ibilities arising from and
attendant to international operiations, hereby
affirm the corporate, policy of Tenneco Inc., its.
subsidiaries and divisions to the effect that

* all employees and agents are to comply with the
ethical standards and legal requirements of each

* foreign country in which business is conducted."

* /commencing in 1966 or 1967 many high-level executives
of the Company madec annual cash contributions of $2,000 each
to a fund to be used for political contributions. It is re-
ported that approximately twenty executives made contributions
each year and that the fund did not exceed $40,000 in any one
year. It is reported that this fund was discontinued after
1973. Under applicable Federal law, the legality of the fund
turns primarily on "volunitariness". If there was diiect or

* indirect coercion or inducement, whether in terms of advance-
ment or company cars or other job perquisites, the fund would
*probably be deemed illegal. "Voluntariness" is a subjective
determination by each individual participant, and most partici-
pants would probably state that their contributions were made

* voluntarily. For this reason,*it is believed that the estab-
lishmnent of the* fund did not violate Federal law.

Another employce fund was established at the Newport
News Shipbuilding subsidiary before it was acquired by the
Company in 19681. Cash contributions were made to the fund
by high-level executives of thle subsidiary. It is believed
that contributions were mak-de onl y once in the aggregate amount
of approximately $10,000. The .,ftutn pre.,ently has a balance
of $2,370 and it; in the cuStody of the 'subsidiary's qencral
counsel. Disbursements f rom -the f und were made at the direction
of tile ros i dnt of thle subs ,-i d i ry. 'he e-s tabl ishlmleylt of thle
fund i.-n considered .14to c~l with applicable Federal law on



the c) ic,* ('Ye (itt i V('(,) I I -- (t h C'1ldc(.Lerian I(] h * 4by ti ' I- (:mny
Duriq Lh fu d'-.(-x !,t t 1 .i r m -19 0.G o r 1961 urit-.l 1973,

Cil . ol.)i1 A Oii ut oIv c'' I4V I -d* A L I k:ti I on n

but ion:-; 1.11-,;Late fiiid l-cat1. Iu ti)i; re made primarily
in Tex:as ;i JRILo 'ui. Con tr ibhul on; from a voluntary
crtployvee l unrI are :l~pcific,-i. y permnitled by Federal election
lat.;and the &lrCi court: 1h im;ied tlh:L Such voluntary cemployee
1. uncls werc l prior to cenacUiment. of f:;uch election law.
It i"s believed th_-t. :;uch cori?.r.juULionIE; are also permissible
uinder Texkv; a nd Lois l~iana 1;iw, al1.though no specific statutory
authority ex.ists, bJccdu.-;e Of analogous Federal judicial pro-
cedcit exempting volurntary r!ployce funds and the intent of
the law to prohibit only contributions of corporate money.

ContributionS werede from the Newport I'Iw
Shipbuilding employee Ifundcini one Federal election and
various state and local elections in Virgjinia. The contri-
bution to the Federiil election is believed to comply with
Federal election l.axi on the basis that the contrib~ution was'
macde from a. vol untary em-.ployee fuLnd.- The* state and local
contributions are lilzewise believed to be permissible. in
any event, state and local corporate contributions are per-
mitted by Virginia law.

During the period 1 ro-;., January 1, 1970 through
December 1. 1975, three subsidiaries, Tenneco West, Inc.,
Heggblade-1.arguileas--Tenineco Inc. and Stockdale Development
Corporation, made campaign contributions in California elec-
tions aggregating approximately $180,000. State and local.
corporate campaign-contributions are permissible under
California law.

Al

It has been reported that since 1970 two corporate
campaign contributions of $100 each were made by local sales
managers of a subsidiary, J. 1. Case, in connection with state
or local elections in'RhgoeIsland and Florida, in both of-
which states corporate campaign contributions in state and
local elections are believed to be permissible. In one or,
perhaps, both of such cases, the contribution was not correctly
described on the subsidiary's books and/or was impropely
deducted for tax purposes.

Beginning prior to 1970 and continuing until August.
1972, it is reported that cash amounts ranging from $200 to
$2,000 were given on several occasions by the President of a
subsidiary, Midwestern Gas Trcansmission Company, to state
public utility coimnission chairmen in Indiana, Illinois,
Kentucky aind Wisconsin. The subsidiary officer statcs
that the money was understoodI to.bc given in turn by the
recipients to various charitable projects of their choice.
In 1972 the same subsidiary officer gave $2,000 in cash
to the chairman of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Corn-
mis-sion. The of ficcr states tha-.t the Pennsylva-nia chair-
man requested the monecy for us;c as a contribution to a
chailetable dinner in 1-1 shingto, , D.C., honoring a U.S.
Senator from Pennsylvanica. The money w~as;(liven to the
Pennsylvania chairmanz sevcral imonths-after the dinner,, and
the Pen'-llvani Cha irroan 5~ttrM;.t the mioney was applied
as a* reiinbursemont of his c ontribution to the dinner. Tw-o
other employees of the Cov;~o'.tx saeta hybleeo
h,"Ad heAd4th il -1 U IwaI qv& n to he Peonnsyvania



1 tt reno .su avc T -lz~ IPowv (U i i qn1I I ory prroceed-
S Rg , i tr! 1)) Oef.e(Ii ;j J--/1 I \l C..11-1 (.onip iy (i .. i on,

Tunne,'OSee G(I; 1 Wipel -.i '', C-l; , 1 id ! o ti sb.-;i Liry officer

dc i1 !jth t:Izth i f,; S payl u I 11,1d a co:. Lioil with schprocceed-
inq. The :ire''was qli v(elito ~~ W;:y oiachairrman
seve.,ral monthf; aftcer th! eqW0tulocry pr'-ec dinq had been
1l1).iitiely resLolved ill a M.1-111101, i;'oraible to the division.* Th~e Co:npany :; execul: i y j fund;-,ri lav~c- b)(en the sotirce of
thein payments, allh-iouch this ; .is not be_-en clearly deter-
mnined since there tire no reco,-(1s.Of dis-bursements from
the fund and the'recolle-ctions; of the subsidiary President
and the adrainistrator of t~he funid ciffer.

Beginninq on Octobcer 27, 1970, cand continuing until'
Septmber1975 a sbsiiary, Tennt-cco Oil Company, made

*payments of $"'2,000U per month to the sheriff of a Lou.isana
paricsh who is also an attorney. Tihore are conflicting

*state.-ients reciarding thce reason or reasoyn for the payments.
* The payments %.ere approved by zsenior maniagem~ent of the sub--

sidiary, but there in no cvidlc(SC±th1at the Board of Directors
or' high-level management of Tenne co Inc. were aware of thearrangement. The sheritf is prer yude nvsiato
by officials of the U.S. Department of Justice, and the
Company does not believe that it w-.ould be appro6priate to
comment further about the matter pending resolution of such
Federal investigation.

In June 1970, a $2,000 cash campagn contributio
* ws mdeto SateDitrit udg i Loisana fo useion

wahs race for a SLouistricappeldgeincousa.apporouseianl
eightecefoontispirntoathelcontributonathAJudgeihael
egatedenmonhsnptionrgaitvonceuton,,the*picke liadi
coantectaionjuithauion I-gistiattepln thofpicompaln i
coubscidoaryTenanec ilomptrkeany.he poiat ofyatwomoanth
aftedryheTconribuin Co:made, therunionafiledtwamoton
a t tohis oe thei nu tionas i ch e the dni e byl thea Judgeonto inslate 7.the $2,000in,%- waswasdgie ote Jdgybyha local
inemloyee19of.Tsii.hee$2,p0aysmevn to was approvedbyca
enloryaneeno t ofuthidasubsidiaymbutwtherioevidenc
thatithr ardemntof Diretorsidayou rei anageento

*~ ta Ten eoac.reawaDretofsorhigh-lmevel.maThe mnypob-
ablyco ca.wfromce tharerhsnayfunds ofeanefficrof-

* thelysubsidiror etr"tComprnysexeutiveofuanffandrnofro
th corortefds. IrteiCombeliedehatthve fcnmpagncontfrm

* bution difd ot iteisthelieitaaprhibcmitnagant
Scorporatedidcontrvibutonth oicwa n roi t bcauaiseth

money probably did not come from corporate funds.

In 1972 conitributions of $1,000 each were made bya subsidiary, Tenneco Oil Company, to two Louisiana District
*Judges and a Louisiana District Attorney who were running
for re-election, all in the -.ame parish. The contributions

*were miade in cash by an employee from the sbiar's
working fund account. The paynicnt.,;we.,re incorrectly de-
scribed on the subsidiary':,; boockhs and improperly deducted
for tax purpos;es. The cortriblution3 vwere approved by senior

* manaciem-ent of the subsidiary, bt:t there. is -no evidence that
the Board of Directors or high-levol. manaqeijitent of ITenneco

* Ic. ere aware of the paymnents. The con rbtions violated
the then exT~n .ouisiazia prohibit lon against corporate
campnaign contributions.
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Xevcnue Serv.i Ce thfC -):eli vant i niforination reclating to the
foreg,-oing vicatter!; rand to amend tai;: retuirns iand make addi-
tional payincnrt2; where ap[ropr.te(-. It is not considered at
this time that materic-l - ncoitie -tii def icienicies will result.

At its mctinq in OcLobtur 1975 the Audit Committee
of the Board of Directors approved and adopted the following
policy statec;lints:

1., The use of assets of the Company or any sub-
sidiary for any unlaafu]. or improper purpose is strictly
prohibited;

2. No undliscl.osedl or unirecorded fund or- asset of
the Company or any su1)s.idiary shJal-. be established for any
purpose;

3. 14o false or artificial entries shall be made in
the books and record,,.- of the Coi-,xiny or its subsidiaries for

*any reason, and no employee shall engage in any arrangement
that results in such prohibited act;

4. No payment on behalf of the Company or any of

its subsidiaries shall be( approve'd or made. with the intention
or understanding that any part of such payment is to be used
for any purpose other than that described by, the documents;

* supporting the payment.;

5. Any employee having information or knowledge
of any unrecorded fund or asset or any prohibited act shall

promptly report such matter to the chief executive officer
or general counsel of Tenneco Inc.;

*6. 'All executive officers of the Company shall be
responsible for the enforcement of and compliance with this

policy including necessary distribution to ensure employee
knowledge and-compliance;

7.. Appropriate officers and employees Will per-

* iodically be required to certify compliance with~ this policy;
and

8. This policy is applicable to Tenneco Inc.. and

all its domestic and foreign subsidiaries.

The Audit Committee has also directed management to

implement procedures for insuring compliance with such poli-
cies and to report to the Audit Com'mittee and to the Board of

Directors with respect thcreto. Following such report and,
review thereof by the Board of: Directors of the Company, a
definitive statement of such policies and procedures will be
distributed on a coimpany-wide ba-ii;.-

The mzitters deirbe hrein h.:ivc been voluntarily
discl.ose.d by tho Coiup~iriy and the(- lnaily ha:. advised the
staff of the Con)M:,As; .-icen tliiit; iL?.dcwtiraont- -!-,, books and records
relating to the I ny's ti e)ILi on y' e by thme Audit Committee

% %1 h I de_-1- lb*Ia: he..0. '11-,:. ffi s for roxamina-
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Ianrititig. to request, that yo tvetg~
to 18 UISC ''40 v hether ornj a 4et '~ta ,axt r,
were. m~deby eneCo0 toan he Uitsap%.o.
candidates duri ng the past sevr.~a -Ye±s

As I a~ya sure you are -awrare, a r'epot", -d -,Ulat4 dontri"
butions by Tenneco to officials and e tIdiat4t I ',vaious
states, including Rhode Island, app eared in v-4rious nre~spapqrs,'
last week. (A copy of an article appearing ,in the Providenc8
Sunday Journal of February 15, 197.6, is-'enclosed).

Tenneco is currently involved,, together with a number.
off other companies, in exploratory drilling ,,.I'or 'oil, and gas
in the Georges Bank area o.Pff h:ot There' have been..,erious
questions raised about the .adVIsabi1.tty of,,-private -explo ,ratory
drilling, as well as about the whole issu~e off .off shore energy
development., and I qiz sure you..appre:ate , portance of
assuring that these qqastion are'ra.44Vd% 7h -pe Ieo
cratic process, and not through illegal inflence peddaling.*
Consequently, it is important that Rhc.dOIslanders be inffomd.
of the identity of q~ny recipient f leg3 ivs anid the
amount off such gifts. oreover, we iuust be'as. red.tat" ~ )
contri'butions are not zaade in, the" future.

rotta
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Ralph J, Perrotta
14,.J2itmari Street
Providence, R~uia I>&

i-L 0I.las C.LA-rtis, IOCairman
A.ecieral Llections C~rmnission
Washington, D). d%
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INTERNAL REFERRAL

FROM AUDIT AND INVESTIGATION DIVISION

TO: David Speigel, Office of General Counsel

FROM: Thomas Haselhorst, AID, Disclosure & Compliance Staff (Ext. 3484)

DATE OF REFERRAL: February 24, 1976

PURPOSE: Request that legal determaine if the attached is true and

if the Commission has the jurisdiction to investigate.

PLEASE RESPOND BY: March .59 1976 FEDER1~!1 ~
UP'



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISO
1325 K STREET N.W
WASHINCTON,D.C. 20463

February 24, 1976

MEM4ORANDUM

TO: DAVID SPEIGEL
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

FROM: THOMAS HSLD .
AID Kai
DISCLOSURE AND COKfACSTF

It has come to the attention of the AID staff that

TENNECO, Inc. has possibly made certian admissions to the

Security and Exchange Commission which could be violations of the

FECA and come under our jurisdiction. I have checked with our

press relations people and they have no information on this

r7 matter.

~q.
It is suggested that the legal staff contact the SEC to

determine if these admissions have been made and determine if

N the Commission has jurisdiction.

FEDER~f £<
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Admits
,Payouts;.

IByWilliamH.Joties

T'Cnne'o, Inc., a diversified
natural gas, chemical alid-

Ishipbuilding company. fh
I iitted yesterday that i
I (stributed eiore thanM.

I ip U.S. political contribtii,
and-, tbout $12. millon'. t" -
overseas consultants ,0

I agents since 1970. -

In diocuments Submit*.
%rijntarily to the Securities'

I and EFxchange CoynMIisof,
the lioustonbased firm 511ld'it ~
could not determine to what-
extent the domestic and.
overseas payments would be,
considered illegal-. .

At the same time, Ten~e00
told the SEC thit an inten~l -

-company investigation did
-unceover some instances of,,

clearly qi~stionable
pikynentS - donations ti

'judges, monthly payment to
Sa Louisiana sheriff, and eon-
Itributions to chairmevi of state_

e regulatory commissions.
I O)verseas, $~io,000was paid
,i to the military in one country-
I for the "absolute necessity of
e mhilitary protection" for

Tenneco employees "woi~lng '

Y in -remote, dangerous
- ocationo," and Vor rental bt
Itmilitary aircraft, Tennecd,
* said. Small amounts of Money"

r. also wipre, identified As*
n paymentg to a foreign-
n government official and as

d inestmntsin a firm owned
bforeign goverinment em-

Tenneco told the, SECi
however, that its inttrnal
investigators have yet to

- determine- whether a
significant portion of its $12.
million in overseas payments
was meant indirectly for the
use of foreign governident

-employees.- Tenneco does
business in 24 countries.

At the saihe time, Tenneco
-said it f ten made payments to

consUnts or rtpresentatlves
-outside' the. country ' they

tepreqeted and that, it does,
Snot know how the ,nbneY wa
used..

- ,S..ENN4VO,,A)2,CO*L

na &i 1,

pnnco

danits-
ayoAutS -

O*m At

L n" WiUof's 24th

Wal Wi4- le' ls of $5
Vq Fubj .Tenneco -

.u pj anisto acquire
e9"~~ one of the

"4ltitt aluftnum and -

*,iiiiflThe merger
'ii*1wVUd tt.* one of the -

OqR-u'tIrd - is being
* ) te Justice

ftt for possible-

. pirt Ecountries 0of
jotoj YElh v upients of
a,.ftuy..wvre identified
inam" n, tbe company"$

irt i irng about 50
cm*-YAttio's that have -

- a 1 aly- 'the govern-
it' 1,kos@payments or

ljiw~d information

Ant 1,ikZlhas encou1'a od -

mpaer eorts and hap
auLi A 4 -ee of leniency -

-,tux-.Ii the agency is
av i sh "the internal
",a~tlus and company
*.nS to prevent

tombin. payments in the

T-meugcrkW the SEC that
iwurInAzial information
( i 1ntued over to the

~i Bvenue Service in -

w~tta ith amended tax
*w Wxsa some of the

l~imeata The firm said its
.1r 4 diectors also has

',;.toed new guidelines-
w,1Ag4 the use* of comn-
!aY money for illegal

,.M~ rsI~h funds.

i6iIOL Tenneco said that
XI1 ini 1966 or 1967, and
7'*A6!gn through 1973, top
Alni-es made annual cash
4 r!simon of $2,000 each to
Sk$for political con-

~ ~i~O5. About 20
'It d~iures made payments

f~t r and the fund's total
41 stexceed $40,000 in any'

ar~5, the company said.
*k~ther this f und was legal,
afte said, depends upon

40t'iretatiofl of the word
_41&Mtriness." This word,
7"W1Io said, is subjective,
14d Mot participants in the
ltt-ieco fund -would

'~P46ably state that their
qOrbutions were made
vOtiotrily," the firm said.

Nftwport News Shiphuilding
QCO acquired b) Tenneco in

16,also maintained an
exfttive political fund, the
report said, adding that rec
IPitits of the Newport News-

.C0ltributions were primarily
111eas and Lou~siana.

*U.S.Government Printing Office- 1974- 553-628

~rkL (AX44 -~t4
6'~L~ Fz~6.A

j J,

a -

Before IWO0 and continuing
untit August, 1972 a Tenneco
subsidiary. Midwestern Gas
Transmission Go., gave cash
ranging f rom $200 to $2,000 to
state public utility com-
mission chairmen in Indianta,
Illinois,: Kentucky and
Witcadsud. Tenneco said this
mnoey. was supposed to be
given in turn by the reeli ents
to charitable projet heir
choice..

In lh72-the same subsidiary
gafe $2,000 to the chairman of
Pennsylvania's Public Utility
Commission. The report said
the president of the
Tenneco subsidiary said the
regulator miked for the money
to use as a contribution at a
charitable 'dinner in
Washington in honor of a U.S.
,aenttr from Pennsylvania.

But Tenneco'-noted that
other employees* of the
company said they believed
the money was given to the
Penns'ylvania chairman to
obtain his Influence with the
head of the General Services
Administration, which was
participating in a Federal
Power Commission
procieeding~to which a Ten-
neco division was a party.

Beginning in late 1970 and
continuing through last
September, another sub-
sidiary, Tenneco Oil Co.,
made 'pakyments of $2,000 a
month to a Louisiana county
sheriff who is also an attorney.
Trenneco. said the un identified
sheriff is being investigated
by the Justice Department.

A mong other payments
revealed by Tenneco was a
$2,000 contribution to a
Louisiana state judge - who
had granted an injunction
against violence on a picket,
line at a Tenneco subsidiary -
and contributions of $1,0
each to Louisiana district
judges and a district attorney
who were running for re-
election.

Overseas, Tenneco said it
uses numerous local at-
torneys. advisers, consultants
and agents in connection with-
its sales. In addition to the $12
million paid out in the last five
years, a similar amount has
been promised in future
payments in connection with
proposed multi-billion-dollar
purchases of raw materials
f rom certain countries.

I Soo, / 4 .7

Tenneco said that tinder.
contracts it has in four
eniuties, Wba fhen required
teminbwuedunsblPdousioi
!!9a ",g M1 ail"Fly-h



1-1 4r

$~4*ft-

- --- 4

- -4

ii

TENNECOMRPORT
'SENSITIVE' GIFTS
INllS At1BAROA1

A N

Conglomerfate, L1tts fundsl
'Gilven'American ",Officials..

aid Foreign ,Mbarv., __

-B-y ROBERT A -SMITH1
Bpedal to The New york i="

__ WASI NGTONO; Feb. .44-10___
w ~ort on what it caliled"a-

parently Improper practices."
Teftnecq *Inc,0 a HOustonl-bosed
;O Rlomerate. ' has'- admted

-pe~~g $500,000 to. theMLitakrY-
jnj a-,foreign country for prcttcc-
tin of -employees ' workIiig Ini-__

- 'pdfor ieptal of aircrit and
pqujpmenit.!! did not name the
epunt ry, __

- ehe omanyn a report to
qeSecuritie -and 'Exchonpe

-C60nnissiov, also acknowltdgtd -__

i having tniade seyeral otlier fo-,
-re!g" paywents. as, Weil 4.2s __

iitaiinlng a fand for donles-
tie, Political eortitins "itS't
i4 it had also nIde'Cashi Pat'

roe tS 'Ito state .public utility
rejgqdatnr and to: a.Lnuisiaz; 1

PJu~se who 4c'riJdi -a 1bor caic
1701yiflg t~ec(:nmpafly.

li4 1un by a iiaid' r tkAl

ti~.1ll, 1tit~iupaneo', ad

-,01 hc an'.h~imv. i'h~

pzw4 iraft Corliciationu
nut in a c,1fdcjicta yyjl-

4k covri .rkn"imode its $tat e
it6hens the formi of an-mtd
me Vt'to ezirlier infqrt,Ii4'.f t-

pOAN tedat l4 t W33 40,

S-'JTbe S.E.C. has indi 'ed -tlial
it in iglit not r cquirt - fts, f

,lue7Pfor ' xari'l, e
-_nti~eof -ccipi- rs,(j- h18 et

ipr pvir amrits,~
p ,'pIC'pred'hythe 3t'tj'

j aW u ot WFl er &f 91tr .v"

jm e,(cUIo. plf. -

13 n CGflIP.

$

H
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pdutland developMent 71 TCheW enrll d
auto parts and shipbullding.-*

It ordcarmnad rswho got the1001ony ciio rA
Id s.,;. W.,Preea.OOto the report. The co tIll

ecompany told. th S.E.C. went to c"andaes &W--t
It bad fltqt rqviewed Its SO locafl C-prlinsr i

foregn payments in March last Tens an41usas
andcocluedOwy wreas to candidates;,for Vsui
Later in tijef year, it ffce.

s iIt re-&ssessed the pay. in$M
9."ecause o t epub- n oaleeto

SVirgfinia, Rhode Island and M
nspgconcept of, sensitive iasthe Meort said. Cos*

pafnens ad te cdcen ~tions in California - t
paans!an te od'e e-$1808000 rom 17 tr

psdby various Securities 19705.h
an~ Exchange Commissionre Thpesdnofaen

re~natlvs.'subsidiaty, the Midwestern4
The company had AM"hu Transmission company,

Anilersen & Company, its inde- cash amounts raning
petideat accountants, and Baker $200 to 12,000 on several,
& Potts help in the review of casions to the state pdi
itsqorIg and domestic opera. uiliY chairmen in India(oretpnoit' Kentucky and -Wisn
tiot s.'May wrote or spok sn, thereport said.
wi 75 company executivcais 81e pyet ea e

anf oretin.consultants. 1970," fth report said,
Wthuhno patternOf Ian COdItinued untIlAugust 1971

pr~3erconduct was revealeVd. Acdoodin; to the reot,
th&reprt ALKg~ibsaOry officer itates ;4 1;i~t& o Oppiii, oner was underitoe

roworbd l.n n turnby the sec
~~tncerfInstiaance$." ects ibf their choice.,'

.4nec disclosed :lat i n 197Z the report~saI4.I
~' us oa attorneys, advisers, Midwvestern Gas piresdeg$2.000 in cash to the- chub0- conUltant and MA In,~l ap- of the enyvnat

fminwy2"ore-14- pgen, oadne n~ab
t; riae.,*foc ico 1tilty -CInIlsslon.8 Th71

Rm1970 tthe sad aypresidelit Is report
oI h . 7h 97, hohave sti, the Commhlss,1. eftany 64Kd.it paid 812 and- mnwne h aetJj4 othosefoeg Pet M '-atdtemnyo.

x)*hoe tiW ageatlkved~b ' .- m ao' rrn Pen lv
1011bli disclosed cass ofcor- S o Zo

cc en ben i oftheiwmanystate ta

taed o -l Wlinsylvania-chakin~t ba

tii oits foregn ageuts. ihte a
C - repprt ddM iaethtde tion.'-GServic en Invol.

24 untriev. Th9 countries ta i~. GSA ate nol
ecs operatims'er, n n aFdea Cercni

a donesla, ital Li1iao eneco-Tennessee
Mt 0 ?Nigeria, SaudNrMa ia, zelv , Sapairty.

k~inlan4,'rndd the Accord'Ai to the 'repoi4A.
Vnig&money was gvn ote7

*~ r Ki~dai~, ~'~~'~SYlVa44 chatirma'
company 92pOI"ed af~ter reg

_a~g4110,000-w't O' rIgn poceirIg bad beea ultinu
gOXIM~cn enp ye,'OAS 5 esolved in a amnner faJaytoai AmwicaitO 'the diVISIo. .

h Whh freilp sgovernment Wo aotU6yer-
eqilloyeos probably have 04eWO Oil -Cobpany, a

Jnlf In gvnor4 -Ae'(~r sUbkdM ,paid $2,M a,
did not give reasons for the heriff *a

"qi~eits'made to individuals. pa Lh(outythe rpr
As for the $40.06. Tenneco i4 addition, *,. t om
adit had been paid "1tQ the iiOde $2000a4*4 ot~

military and to cran-,ii yLi~hon tntate-diat 10M
twrsonnoiO.n 41foreign count 7 Louisiarna for sein his r
for Protection of a subsidia:73 an appella coart 'seat, a,:eemlyesWorki&.41n remote,. ffg o the report.' The im
dangeros octions and-*for Wi06 ro~dred decisip.-
jrental* of military ahtmrft and befora *e payment, 4
related. equipment.!* - after It-about'an.ljtcd

toe eport sid Management a labor dispute con al'iaq
M60W,6 d'-torecommend that coflipony. in both instance% j

q: 'com nadotpiy to ud 's s we~e favor
the 1efect tlat' "all 'employees Tenneco. terpr .

; if and-agent.em to conply-wt
7.hti etbicl standards and legal Banksa jrl Saigon

40;OntTran8* r(
'cnwintry ' wloghboaine~~
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

The above-described material was removed from this
file pursuant to the following exemption provided in the
Freedom of Information Acto 5 U.S.C. Section 552(b):

(1) Classified Information

(2) Internal rules and
practices

(3) Exempted by other
statute

(4) Trade secrets and
commercial or
financial information

(5) Internal Documents

Sig

(6) Personal privacy

(7) Investigatory
files

(8) Banking
Information

(9) Well Information
(geographic or
geophysical)

ned

date
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