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On October 22, 1979, the Comission sccepted the
conoiliation sgreement signed by you and the civil penalty
fequired as settlement of a violation of 2 U.8.C. § d4lafa)
(3). Accordingly, the file has been closed in this matter.

Enclosed you will £ind a fully executed copy of the

conciliation agresment for your files.

Enclosura
ne ation Agreement

cc: Ms. KEaren J. Kessler




This matter having been initiated on the basis of information

ascertained by the Commission in the normal course of carrying out

its supervisory responsibilities, an investigation having been
conducted, and the Commission having found reasonable cause to
believe that respondent, Stewart Rawlings Mott, violated 2 U.S8.C.
§44la(a)(3), 11 C.F.R. §110.5,

Now, therefore, the respective parties herein, the Federal
Election Commission and respondent Stewart Rawlings Mott,
having duly entered into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C.
§437g(a)(5), do hereby agree as follows:

I. That the Federal Election Commission has jurisdiction
over respondent Stewart Rawlings Mott and the subject
natter of this prucecdini;

That respondent Stewart Rawlings Mott has had a
reasonable opportunity to demonstrate that no

action should be taken in this matter;

That the pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:
A. Stewart Rawlings Mott made contributions to federal

candidates during calendar year 1978 as follows:




As shown on the ¢

A. Scheuer for !

B. Citizens for the .!H i
Committee (Abmug) .

C. Committee m Tim Wirth,

D. Harkin for Cor re ,ﬁ“ i

E. Schroeder !ur Cong e

F. Citizens for Dowr

G. Citizens for the |
(Abzug)

H., Eagar for Cnnq:lll :ﬂ'litlit

I. Martin Frost Campaign Committee
J. Stofferahan for U.8. Senate

K. Baucus '78 Committee
L. Bob Eckhardt Camp. Fund
M. Brocke Committee
N. Committee to Reelect. ill.ilr
Hathaway
0. Dick Clark for U.S. Senate
(General)
P. Dr. Bill Roy for Senator Comm.
Q. Helen S. Meyner Campaign
R« Norma Bartle for Congress
§. Pattison '78 Committee
T. People for Haskell (General)
U. Udall Election Committee
V. People for Haskell (Primary)
W. Kostmayer for Congress
X. Levin for Senate
Y. Ravenel for Senate Committee
{(General)
Z. Wolpe for Congress
AA. Bill Bradley for U.S. Senate
BB. Virginia Shapard for Congress 450
Carter Burden for Congress
Duval for Senate Committee 500
EE. Senator Anderson Vol. Comm. 500
FF. Friends of Luther Hodges, Jr. 1,000
Ravenel for Senate Committee
(Primary) 1,000
David Pryor for U.5. Senate 500
Dick Clark for U.S5. Senate (Primary) 500
Hemenway for Congress 500
Norma Bork for Congress 200
Abner J. Mikva for Congress 900
Fraser Senate Committee 500
Carr for Congress Committee 250

TOTAL $22,850




i f fﬁaft_u :
3. $100 Contributions to House candidatés
as disclosed by Mr. Mott 11,

TOTAL MOTT 1978 CONTRIBUTIONS  $36,450
Stewart Rawlings Mott made a contribution in the
amount of $1,000 to the Democratic Study m@
May, 1977 (check #654). !hii-uhcnk was lost ﬁr”f
misplaced and was replaced by check #1014, dated

December 30, 1977, and mailed to the Democratic
Study Group, upon notification of the loss of
check #654, on May 19, 1978. Since the May, 1977
check was a written pledge by Mr. Mott, the
contribution was made in 1977.
Stewart Rawlings Mott made a personal gift of
$200 to "Mike Harrington™ on August 9, 1978.
This gift was not made for the purpose of -
(A) influencing the nomination for election,
or election, of any person to Federal office
or for the purpose of influencing the results
of a primary held for the selection of dele-
gates to a national nominating convention
of a political party;
2 U.5.C. §43L({e)(1)(A). Neither was this gift
"donated for the purpose of supporting the activities

of a Pederal or State officeholder." 11 C.F.R. §113.1




"':. M Stewart Rawlings Wott's

Mtﬁm di.lﬂ.ap m-ﬂl: year H'ﬂ

' §25,000 annual aggregate contributiom L im

violation of 2 U.S.C. S44la(a)(3), 11 {:..;l.'..lif"'h’ll'lﬂﬁall_-

Respondent will pay a civil penalty in the amount of .
$1,450 pursvant to 2 U.S.C. §437g(a)(6)(B).

Respondent will not undertake any activity which is in

violation of the Federal Election Campaign _lni.'.,
2 U.8.C. §431 et meq.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

I.

The Commission on request of anyone filing a complaint
under 2 U.S5.C. §437g(a)(1l) concerning the matter at
issue herein, or on its own motion, may review compliance
with this agreement. If the Commission believes that
this agreement or any reguirement thereof has been
viclated, it may institute a civil action for relief
in the United States District Court for the District
of Columbia.

It is mutually agreed that this agreement shall become
effective as of the date that all parties hereto have
executed same and the Commission has approved the

entire agreement.




/s




, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary to the Federal
Election Commission, do hereby certify that on October 22,
1979, the Commission decided by a vote of 4-0 to take

the following actions in the above-captioned matter:
1. Accept the Conciliation Agreement,
attached to the General Counsel's
Memorandum dated October 18, 1979,
as full settlement of the matter.

2. Close the file.
Voting for this determination were Commissioners
Aikens, Friedersdorf, Harris, and McGarry.

Attest:

gaéz.i/ 2 ;7 ; ﬂ)

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission

Received in Office of the Commission Secretary: 10-18-79, 10:43
Circulated on 48 hour vote basis: 10-18-79, 4:00
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION’

WASHINGTON, D.C. 10462

i

K. -' " S
3 o -['-
William C. Oldaker
General Counsel Y e
MUR 920 Conciliation! Agreement

Attached is a Conciliation Agreement which has
by Stewart Rawlings Mott. Mr., Mott has also forwarded
in the amount of 51,450.00 as required by the Concilia
mant.

The attached Conciliation Agreement is ?ﬁl’
same as that approved by the Commission on Jupe 20, 1979 w
the following chapges made pursuant to additional informa
supplied by respondent:

(1) A 51,000 contribution to the Democratic
Study Group was properly allocable to
Mr. Mott's 1977 contribution limitation
and thus was deleted;

(2) A $200 check to Mike Harrington was de-
leted upon Mr, Mott's affirmation that
this was a personal gift;

(3) One $450 contribution to Scheuwer for
Congress was deleted as a duplicate;

(4) The $100 contributions to House candidates
were increased to $1,700 to comport with
Mr. Mott's list.

See Mott Correspondence attached. These charges made the total
I978 contributions $26,450, $1,450 over FECA's annual aggregate
contribution limitation and the civil penalty agreed to and paid
by Mr. Mott was this amount.







CONC TION AGRE

This matter having been initiated on the basis of information

ascertained by the Commission in the normal course of carrying out

its supervisory responsibilities, an investigation having been
conducted, and the Commission having found reasonable cause to
believe that respondent, Stewart Rawlingas Mott, violated 2 U.S.C.
§44la(a)(3), 11 C.F.R. §110.5,

Now, therefore, the respective parties herein, the Federal .
Election Commission and respondent Stewart Rawlings Mott,
having duly entered into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C.
§437g(a)(5), do hereby agree as follows:

I. That the Federal Election Commission has jurisdiction
over respondent Stewart Rawlings Mott and the subject
matter of this proceeding;

That respondent Stewart Rawlings Mott has had a
reasonable opportunity to demonstrate that no

action should be taken in this matter;

That the pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:
A. Stewart Rawlings Mott made contributions to federal

candidates during calendar year 1978 as follows:




Scheuer for Congress-
Citizens for the 18
Committee (Abzug)
Committee for Tim W
Harkin for Ennirlll_
Schroeder for Conge
Citizens for Downey:
Citizens feor thes :r‘hq mm it
(Abzug) )
Eagar for Cunqrill cnllittli
Martin Frost Campaign Committee
Stofferahan for U.S. Senate
Baucus '78 Committee
Bob Eckhardt Camp. Fund
Brooke Committee T el
Committee to Reelect Sanator
Hathaway
Dick Clark for U.S. Ilnlti
(General)
Dr. Bill Roy for stnatn: Comm.
Helen 5. Meyner Campaign
Norma Bartle for Congress
Pattison "78 Committee -
People for Haskell (General)
Udall Election Committee
People for Haskell (Primary)
Kostmayer for Congress
Levin for Senate
Ravenel for Senate Committee
(General)
Wolpe for Congress :
Bill Bradley for U.S. Elﬂltl
Virginia Shapard for Congress
Carter Burden for Congress
Duval for Senate Committee
Senator Anderson Vol. Comm.
Friends of Luther Hodges, Jr.
Ravenel for Senate Committee
(Primary)
David Pryor for U.S5. Senate

1,000

500
450
500
450
450
500
500
1,000

1,000
500

Dick Clark for U.S. Senate (Primary) 500

Hemenway for Congress

Norma Bork for Congress

Abner J. Mikva for Congress

Fraser Senate Committee

Carr for Congress Committee
TOTAL

500
200
900
500
250

$22,850




3. $100 Contributions to House unﬁﬁlur “ '
as disclosed by Mr. Mott ?

TOTAL MOTT 1978 CONTRIBUTIONS -lﬂ_»g'ﬂn
Stewart Rawlings Mott ‘made a contribution in the

amount of $1,000 to the Democratic Study Growp in
May, 1977 (check #654). Thil check was lost or
misplaced and was replaced by check ilnll, ﬂhnli

December 30, 1977, and mailed to the nnnncritie
Study Group, upon notification of the loss ,ﬂ‘
check #654, on May 19, 1978. &Since the May, 1!1?
check was a written pledge by Mr. Mott, the
contribution was made in 1977.
Stewart Rawlings Mott made a personal gift of
$200 to "Mike Harrington®™ on August 9, 1978.
This gift was not made for the purpose of - -
(A) i.n!luiﬁc:.tng the nomination for al‘iﬁtinn,
or election, of any person to Federal office
or for the purpose of influencing the results
of a primary held for the selection of dele-
gates to a national nominating convention
of a political party;
2 U.5.C. §431(e)(l)(A). HNeither was this gift

"donated for the purpose of supporting the activities

of a Federal or State officeholder."” 11 C.F.R. §113.1

-
- -

J"!ﬂ."
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violation of 2 U.S8.C. Ilill[lll!lr 11 Ea'klip
Respondent will pay a civil penalty in the amount of
$1,450 pursuant tn 2 0. I C. §437g(a)(6)(B). :
nn:pund-n: will nnt und-:tlk- any .ctivltu*ihini Ll-in

violation of the Federal Election Campaign Hnt;
2 U.S.C. §431 et seq.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

I.

II.

The Commission on request of anyone filing a i;ilililt
under 2 U.S.C. §437g(a)(l) concerning the matter at
issue herein, or on its own motion, may review compliance

with this agreement. If the Commission believes that

- this agreement or any requirement thereof ham been

vicolated, it may institute a civil icginn fp: relief
in the United States District Court for the Distriect

of Columbia.

It is mutually agreed that this agreement shall become
effective as of the_date that all parties hereto have
executed same and the Commission has approved the

entire agreement.
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Daar Ms. Parkins:

This letter will serve to follew up our conversation of July 5, lﬂl
regarding MUR 920. e

Re: (1) K The Democratic Study Group

Bnclosed is a copy of a letter dated May 19, nﬂmclu-mqm - b
check # 1014 in the amount of $1000 and a copy (front and back) of the 'l
check. You will see that this check is dated 12/30/77 in :pihdﬁm

that it was actually issued in May 1977, because it was a replacement F

for check #654 issued and entered in Stewart Mott's books _a 1977, = = '

-.'-,r.

-

Re: (1) 0 M.J. Harrington ey
A copy of both the front and the back of check #814 h anclosed. This

$200 check was marked pl-nunl.lbm.ur it was deposited in the acoount of the
Harrington Committee. ’

Re: (2)D Scheuar
We believe that (2)D the Scheuer contribution for $450 is a duplication

of item 1A. Mr. Mott therefore requests that the panalty of $2100 be reduced
by $450.

I look froward to hearing from you. s T B
.Eiﬂmnl?. : de y .-_:_ ol i -_""_‘i)::"l;';jﬁfr .

fedpne 8l
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May 15. HTI
Mr. Hichud l:'mllun
Democratic Study
419 New Jltm Ave.,
Washington, D.C. HHI

'\..1 TR
Yo gt

Dear Mr. cnnl.un.

:nclnl-d is Stewart lhtt‘l M for -‘1 M W
the check which was mislaid, lﬁlﬂt HS‘} “

-
i

Sincerely yours, . .. ' ] .o

ertrude Myers
Office Manager

.'.‘.',.PA! D DATE 4
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800 Park Avenus
Mew York, New York 10021

RE: MUR 920 i

-

Dear M$. Kessler:

As per your conversation with Ms. Kathleen X
of our staff, enclosed please find a revised
Conciliation t as settlement of the Commission's
investigation this mattez. ¥

As Ms. Perkins discussed with Mr. Hodgkins, the
enclosed Conciliation Agreement deletes the $1,000 con-
tribution to the Democratic Study Group Campai
having been made in 1977, the check to "Mike Harri
as a personal gift, and one of the listed $450 contribution
to Scheuer for Congress as a duplicate. (Ses M B
and C on page 3). In addition, the $100 contribu to
House candidates have been increased to $1,700 to comport
with Mr. Mott's list.

Therefore, the total 1978 contributions wera $26,450,
$1,450 over FECA's $25,000 annual aggregate contribution
limitation. The civil penalty has been adjusted to $1,450.
Please contact Kathleen Imig Perkins, the attormey assigned
to this matter, at 202/523-4175, if you have further gquestions
concerning this matter.

Sincerely,

._..--"t,...- //_@
William C. Oldaker
General Counsel

Enclosure
Conciliation Agreement g0 :1lv 011306/

13SKA00 TYHINID
3. 403440

GB‘A'-'L-—-; -“ju
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conwarsation with Ms. Xathl Ill'lﬂg
tc the Conmissicn as settlement of MUR 920. '
If this agresmant is satisfactory to Mr: Mott, n-m

you to have it signed and returned to this office as soon as
possible. If you have further questions concerning this matter,

pleasa contact Kathleen Imig Perkins, the attorney assigned to
this matter at 202/523-4175.

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel -




This matter having bsen initiated on the basis of information

ascertained by the Commission in the normal course of carrying out

its lup-:vilnff responsibilities, lﬂuiﬂ?ﬂiﬁiﬂltlﬂn.hl'lﬂ'-h!.ﬂ.
conducted, and the Commission having !ﬁund rlllnnlﬁli ului‘.te
believe that respondent, Stewart Rawlings Mott, violated 2 U.8.C.
§44la(a)(3), 11 C.F.R. §110.5,

Now, therefore, the respective parties herein, the Federal
Election Commission and respondent Stewart Rawlings Mott,
having duly entered into conciliation pursuvant to 2 U.S.C.
§437g(a)(5), do hereby agree as follows:

I. That the Federal Election Canxasinn has jurisdiction
over respondent Stewart Rnuling: Hutt Ind the subject
matter of this proceedingj
That respondent Stewart Rawlings Mott has had a
reasonable opportunity to demonstrate that no
action should be taken in this matter:

That the pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:
A. Stewart Rawlings Mott made contributions to federal

candidates during calendar year 1978 as follows:




As shown un'thif

A.
B.

C.

D..
E..
F..

G.

H1
I.Il
J.
K.
L-
H.-
N.

0.

P.
Q.
R.
S.
) b
u.
V.
W.
x-
Y.

Z.
Ah.
BB.

Scheuer for Co
Citizens for
Committes (Al
Committee for
Harkin for Cong
Schroeder for C
Citizens for @
Citizena for th
{(Abzug)
Edgar !nr*cunq:ill Ce
Martin Frost Clliitin
Stofferahan for U.8.
Baucus '78 Committee
Bob Eckhardt Camp. !hnﬂ
Brooke Committes i
Committee to Rliilﬂt@ﬂ‘ﬁllﬂl
Hathaway
Dick Clark for U.B. liﬁlﬁt
(General)
Dr. Bill Roy for Senator nunu»

'Helen S. Meyner Campaign

Norma Bartle for Congress
Pattison '78 Committee
People for Haskell. Iﬂnm!nlli
Udall Election Committee
People for Haskell (Primary)
Kostmayer for Congress
Levin for Senate
Ravenel for Senate Cﬂﬂllttl.
(General)
Wolpe for Congress :
Bill Bradley for U.S. Blnltl
Virginia Shapard for Congress
Carter Burden for Congress
Duval for Senate Committee
Senator Anderson Vol. Comm.-
Friends of Luther Hodges, Jr.
Ravenel for Senate Committee
(Primary) :
David Pryor for U.S. Senate
Dick Clark for U.S. Senate (Primary)
Hemenway tor Congress
Norma Bork for Congress
Abner J. Mikva for Congress
Fraser Senate Committee
Carr for Congress Committee
TOTAL

— w L
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$100 Contributions to House candidates
as disclosed by Mr. Mott .

TOTAL MOTT 1978 CONTRIBUTIONS  $26,450
Stewart Rawlings Mott made a contribution in the

amount of $1,000 to the Democratic Study Group in

May, 1977 (check #654). This check was lost or
misplaced and was replaced by check #1#14..dutt¢'_
December 30, 1977, and mailed to the Democratiec
Study Group, upon notification of the loss of
check #654, on May 19, 1978. Since the May, 1977
check was a written pledge by Mr. Mott, the
contribution was made in 1977.
Stewart Rawlings Mott made a personal gift of
$200 to "Mike Harrington" on August 9, 1978.
This gift was not made for the purpose of -
(A) influencing the nomination for el&ctian.
or election, of any person to Federal office
or for the purpose of influencing the results
of a primary held for the selection of dele~
gates to a national nominating convention
of a political party;
2 U.5.C. §431(e)(1)(A). Neither was this gift
"donated for the purpose of supporting the activities

of a Federal or State officeholder.™ 1l C.P.R. §113.1




violation of 2 U.8.C. §44la(a)(3), Ii;ﬂﬂlt . :
Respondent will pay a civil penalty in ﬂlm of
$1,450 pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §437g(a)(6)(B).
.Illpbhdlﬂl will not undertake Inﬂ‘lﬂttfiﬁt”-I!ﬂH is in
violation of the Federal Election Campaign l&t,
2 U.S.C. §431 et seq.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

I. The Commission on request of anyone filing a complaint

under 2 U.8.C. §437g(a)(l) concerning the matter lf
issue herein, or on its own motion, may review compliance
with this agreement. If the Commission belisves that

~ this agreement or any requirement thereof has been

violated,. it may institute a civil dction for relief

in the United States District Court for the District
of Columbia.

It is mutually agreed that this agreement shall become
effective as of the date that all parties hereto have
executed same and the Commission has approved the

entire agreement.




L

y IR
S




CHARLES STEELE

MARJORIE W. IIIIIIIfﬂllllill”ﬂlllll#'“““
SEPTEMBER 11, 1979

MUR 920 - Interims Conoiliation Report

dated 9-7-79; Received in OCS
9:42, 9=10-79

The above-named document was circulated to

the Coomission on a 24-hour no-cbjection basis

at 4:00, September 10, 1979.
There were no objections to the Interim Comciliation

Report at the time of the deadline.




o MUR 930 distributed to the Commission e a 24 howr mo-
objestion basis.

Thanklyou.




-

Respondent has advised the Office of General cmnudt’ht ;
a signed Comciliation Agreement will be mailed to the Commission
within one week. A full report will be made to the Commission
at that time. '

o

Genaral Counsel




CERTIFIED MAI AR
RETURN

Ms. Karen J. Kesslar
B00O Park Avenue
New York, New York lﬂﬂil

RE: MUR 920

Dear Ms, Kessler:

As per your conversation with Ms. Kathleen Imig

Perkins of our staff, please be advised that the enclosed
letter and conciliation agreement were mailed to you

from our office on July 25, 1979. Since you have not

yet received this material, we are enclos a copy of
both the letter and conciliation agreement.

If you have further questions concerning this matter,
please contact Kathleen Imig Perkins, the attorney

assigned to this matter at 202-523-4175. We regret any
inconvenience which this delay may have caused you.

Sincerely /'/; 5 )

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel

Enclosures

¢c: Stewart R. Mott







B0OO Park Avenue
New York, New York 100321

RE: -MOR 9520
Dear Mr. Kassler:

As per your conversation with Ms. Kathleen Imig Perkins
of our staff, enclosed please find a revised
Conciliation Agreement ss settlement of the ion's
investigation in this matter.

As Ms. Perkins discussed with Mr. Hodgkins, the
enclosed Conciliation Agreement delates the $1,000 con-
tribution to the Democratic Study Group Campaign Fund as
having been made in 1977, the check to "Mike Harrington"
as a personal gift, and one of the listed $450 contribution
to Scheuer for Copgress as a duplicate. (See paragraphs B
and C on page 3). In addition, the $100 contributions to
House candidates have been increased to $1,700 to comport
with Mr. Mott's list.

Therefore, the total 1978 contributions were $26,450,
$1,450 over FECA's $25,000 annual aggregate contribution
limitation. The civil penalty has been adjusted to §1,450.
Please contact Kathleen Imig Perkins, the attorney assigned
to this matter, at 202/523-4175, if you have further guestions
concerning this matter.

Sinchyrely,

72

William C. fldaker
Ganeral Counsel

Enclosure

Conciliation Agreement

P
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In the Matter of
Stewart Rawlings Mott

CONCILIATION AGREEMENT

This matter having been initiated on the basis of lntnrlltiﬂn

ascertained by the Commission in the normal course of carrying out

its supervisory responsibilities, an investigation having been
conducted, and the Commission having found reasonable cause to
believe that respondent, Stewart Rawlings Mott, violated 2 U.B.C,.
§44la(a)(3), 11 C.P.R. §110.5,

Now, therefore, the respective parties herein, the Federal
Election Commission and respondent Stewart Rawlings Mott,
having duly entered into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S.C.
§437g(a)(5), do hereby agree as follows:

1. That the Federal Election Commission has jurisdiction
over respondent Stewart Rawlings Mott and the subject
matter of this proceeding;

That respondent Stewart Rawlings Mott has had a
reasonable opportunity to demonstrate that no

action should be taken in this matter;

That the pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:
A. Stewart Rawlings Mott made contributions to federal

candidates during calendar year 1978 as follows:




As shown on the Commi

A. B8cheuer for Co
B. Citizens for the
Committee (Absug) =
C. Committee for Wi
D. Harkin for Cor 88 -
Schroeder for Com g
Citizens for Dowr
Citizens for the ﬂw
(Abzug) .
Eagar for Congress cnunittti
Martin Frost Campaign Committee
Stofferahan for U.S5. Senate
Baucus '78 Committee
Bob Eckhardt Camp. rund
Brooke Committee
Committee to Reelect, Senator
Hathaway 1,000
Dick Clark for U.S5. Senatas 1,000
(General) :
Dr. Bill Roy for Senator Comm. 1,000
Helen 5. Meyner Campaign 450
Norma Bartle for Congress 300
Pattison '78 Committee 900
People for Haskell (General) 1,000
Udall Election Committee 150
People for Haskell (Primary) 1,000
Kostmayer for Congress 250
Levin for Senate 1,000
Ravenel for Senate Committee
(General) s00
Wolpe for Congress ; 450
Bill Bradley for U.S. Senate 500
Virginia Shapard for Congress 450
Carter Burden for Congress 450
Duval for Senate Committee 500
Senator Anderson Vol. Comm. 500
Friends of Luther Hodges, Jr. 1,000
Ravenel for Senate Committee
(Primary) 1,000
David Pryor for U.S. Senate 500
Dick Clark for U.S. Senate (Primary) 500
Hemenway for Congress 500
Norma Bork for Congress 200
Abner J. Mikva for Congress 900
Fraser Senate Committee 500
Carr for Congress Committee 250

TOTAL $22,850




$100 Contributions to Iwn MW:
as disclosed by Mr. Mott '

TOTAL MOTT 1978 CONTRIBUTIONS  §26,450
Stewart Rawlings Mott made a contribution in the

amount of $1,000 to the Democratic Study Group in
May, 1977 (check #654). This check was lost or
misplaced and was replaced by check #1014, dated
December 30, 1977, and mailed to the Democratic
Study Group, upon notification of the loss of
check #654, on May 19, 1978. Since the May, 1977
check was a written pledge by Mr. Mott, the
contribution was made in 1977.
Stewart Rawlings Mott made a personal gift of
$200 to "Mike Harrington” on August 9, 1978.
This gift was not made for the purpose of -
(A) influencing the nomination for election,
or election, of any person to Federal office
or for the purpose of influencing the results
of a primary held for the selection of dele-
gates to a national nominating convention
of a political party;
2 U.5.C. §431(e)(1l)(A). HNeither was this gift
"donated for the purpose of supporting the activities

of a Federal or State officeholder.™ 11 C.F.R. §l113.1




violation of 2 U.8.C. §44la(a)(3), 11 ﬂ-!hla liil
Respondent will pay a civil penalty in the amount of
$1,450 pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §437g(a)(6)(B). | _
Respondent will not undertake any activity which is in

violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act,
2 U.5.C. §431 et seq.
._!!!!!g& CONDITIONS

I. The Commission on request of anyone filing a complaint
under 2 U.S5.C. §437g(a)(l) concerning the matter at
issue herein, or on its own motion, may review compliance
with this agreement. If the Commission believes that
this agreement or any requirement thereof has been
violated, it may institute a civil action for ?Ililf
in the United States District Court for the District
of Columbia.
It is mutually agreed that this agreement shall become
effective as of the date that all parties hereto have
executed same and the Commission has approved the

entire agreement.




meral Counsel
Pederal Election Commission




CHARLEE STEELE
MARJORIE W, ENMONE
JULY 19, 1979
MUR 920 - Interim Coneiliation Report
signed by GC 7-17-79, Received by
ﬂCE T'l.'?!r 1ﬂl!5-
Thae above-named document was circulated to
the Commission on a 24-hour no-ocbjection basis

at 4:00, JHIY lsl 1979.

There were no objections to the Interim Concil-

iation Report at the time of the deadline.




MEMORAMDUM TO: Marge Emmons

FROM 1 Elissa T. Gazz
SUBJECT: MUR 930

*
s

Please have the attached Interim Conoil Report o
MUR 920 distributed to the Commissioa.
Thankyou.




We have bsan discussing the proposed conciliation
agreement with respondent in this matter and hope to M
an agreement shortly. Discussions have been by telephons
and mail which has delayed this process. A full peport _-
will be made to the Commission when agreement is munl

or when it becomes clear that agresmant is impossibla.

General Counsel
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May 19, 1978 S
Mr. Richard Conlom -
Democratic Stud
419 New Jersay
.Il-htﬂ'tﬂlp D. C-

Dear Mr. Conlon, F*

Enclosed i ltmt“'l“ ltlﬂ h
the choth dhidk ves mlalald. (Check 46si : Feplace

_.. .'p '.tlllr.. F;'}’-r

Sincerely yours, . .. S <1375 o ey
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Stewart Rawlings ﬁtt '
800 Park Avenua
New York, N.¥Y. 10021

‘RE:  MUR 920

Dear Mr. Mott:

On June 20, 1979, the Commission determined that there
was reasonable causa to believe that you committed a violation
of 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(3), 11 C.F.R. §110.5 by ng contri-
butions during calsadar yser 1978 in excess of +000 lim-
itation contained therein. Specifically, the Commission found

reasonable cause to believe that your 1978 contributions were
as follows:

(1) As shown on the Coomission's "G Index":

A. Bchesuver for Congress - 78 $
B. Citisens for the 18 C.D. Committee
(Abzug) 500
C. Committee for Tim Wirth ..+ 900
D. Harkin for Congress 300
E. Schroeder for Congress Committee 450
F. Citizens for Downey 150
G. Citizens for the 18 C.D. Committee
(Abzug) 500
H. BEdgar for Congress Committee 450
I. Martin Frost Campaign Committee 250
J. Stofferahn for U.S. Senate 500
E. Dem. Study Grp. Camp. Fund 1,000
L. Baucus '78 Committee 1,000
M. Bob Eckhardt Camp. Fund 150
N. Brooke Committee 500
0. Committee to Reelect Cong. M. J.
Harrington 200
P. Committee to Reelect Senator
Hathaway 1,000
Dick Clark for U.S. Senate (General)l,000
Dr. Bill Roy for Sentaor Committee 1,000

o i
P
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People for Haskell l'!!liltl
Kostmayer for Congress
Lavin for Senate
Ravenel for Senate Committee
(General)
Wolpe for ]
Bill Bradley for U.S. gﬂ
g:.rginiu !!;.wdh for Cot s
rter Burden for
Duval for Senate m -
GG. Senator Andarson Vol. Comm.
Friends of Luther Hodges, Jr.
II. Ravenel for Senate Committee
(Primary)
JJ. David Pryor for U.S. Senata
KK. Dick Clark for U.S. Senate
(Primary)
LL. Hemenway for Congress 500
MM. Norma Bork for Congress 200
NN. Abner J. Mikva for Congress 900

00. Fraser Senate Committee 500
PP. Carr for Congress Committee

250
TOTAL | $24,050

As Verified by Checking Candidates/Committee
Reports:

A. The Christie Committee (Senate-Texas) 1,000

B. Keys for Congress Committee . 450
C. Campaign to Elect Geraldine A.

Ferraro 450

D. Scheuer for Congress - 1978 g

TOTAL $§2,350

5100 Contributions to House candidates as disclosed
by Mr. Mott $700

TOTAL MOTT 1978 CONTRIBUTIONS $27,100

The Commission has a duty to attempt to correct such vio-
lations for a period of 30 days by informal methods of conference,
conciliation and persuasion. and bv entering into a coneciliation
agreement. 2 U.S5.C. § 437g(a)(5)(A). If we are unable to reach




P

an agreement during that period, the Commission may, upon a
finding of probable cause to believe a violation has %
institute a civil suit in the United States District Court
seek payment of a civil penalty not in excess of the ~
of $5000 or the amount of the violation or, if a know and
willful violation is proved, the greater of $10,000 or 200
cent of the violation. 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (5)(C), 437g(a) t”!

We enclose a conciliation agreement that this office is
prepared to recommend to the Commission in settlement of this
matter. If you agree with the provisions of the enclosed gon-
ciliation agreement, please sign and return it, along with the
civil penalty, to the Commission within ten days. I will then
recommend that the Commission approve the agreement.

If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in
the enclosed conciliation agreement, please contact Kathlesn
Imig Perkins, the attorney assigned to this matter, at 202/
523-4175 within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

Sincerely,

L

William/C.
General Counsel

Enclosure

cc: Karen Kessler



on June , 1979, the Commission determined that thare
was reasoaabls cawde o bealieve that commitsed a violation
of 2 U.8.C. § 44laia)(3), 11 C.P.R. § 5 by eondri-
butions calendar year 1974 in emoses of the «000 1lim-
itation conta therein. Spevifically, the Commission found

reasonable cause to balieve that your 1978 contributions wers
as follows:

(1) As shown on the Commission's *@ Index":

A, Bohauwar for Congreas - 78 $§ 450
B. Citizsens for the 18 C.D. Combdttes
(Absug) 500
C. Committes for Tim Wirth 900
D. Harkin for Congress 300
E. Schroader for Congress Cosmittes 450
F. Citiszsens for Downey 150
G. Citizens for the 18 C.D. Committse
(Abzug) 500
H. Edgar for Congress Committee 450
I. Martin Frost Campaign Committee 250
J. Stofferahn for U.5. Senats 500
K. Dem. Study Grp. Camp. Fund 1,000
L. Baucus '78 Committee 1,000
M. Bob Eckhardt Camp. Fund 150
N. Brooke Committee 500
0. Committee to Reelect Cong. M. J.
Harrington 200
P. Committse to Reeleact Senator
Hathaway 1,000
Q. Dick Clark for U.S5. Senate (General)l,000
. Dr. Blll Poy for 3entaor Committee 1,000




Helen 8. Meynmer '

utun;u ' “ttﬂr .
People r Easkell IIIIIII
IHI.I.% I:I!:uu- u:um )

People for Eashell (Pyimaxy)

Kostmayer for Congress

Lavin for Seanate

Ravensl for Senate Committes
(General)

Wolpe for Congress

Bill Bradley for U.S. Semats

Virginia Shapard for Comgress

Carter Burden for Co

Duval for Senate thes

Senator Anderson Vol. Comm.

Friends of Luther Hodges, Jr.

Ravéidel~for Senate Committee
(Primary)

David Pryor for U.S. Senats

Dick Clark for U.8. Senate
IPrimary)

lHlemanway for Congress

Norma Bork for Congress

Abner J. Mikua for Congress

Fraser Senate Committee

Carr for Congress Committee

TOTAL

(2) As Verified by Checking Candidates/Committee
Reports:

A. The Christie Committee (Senate-Texas) 20000
B. Keys for Congress Committse 430
C. Campaign to Elect Geraldine A.
Perraro 450
D. Scheuver for Congress - 1378 450
TOTAL $2,

(3) 5100 Contributions to Houss candidates as disclosed
by Mr. Mott $700

TOTAL MOTT L9178 COMTRIBUTIONS $27,000

The Commission has a duty to attempt to correct such vio-
lations for a period of 30 days by informal mahhods of conferance,
conciliation and persuasion, and by entering into a coneiliation
agreement. 2 U.5.C. § 437g(a)(5)(A). If we are unable to reach
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an agresment during that period, the Commission may, upom a
H.D:Ing of probable cause to believe a violation has

institute a civil suit in the United States District Courk M
sesk payment of a civil penalty not in enoess of the

of §5000 or the amownt of the violatiom ox, if a - and
willful violation is proved, tha greater of $10,000 or (F
cant of the vidlation. 2 U.8.C. §F 437g(a) (3) (C), 437gla) (D)

We eanclose a conciliation agreement that this offioce is
prepared to recommend to the Commission in settlement of this
matter. If you agree with the provisions of the enclosed con-~
giliation agresmant, please sign and return it, along with the
civil penalty, to the Commission within ten days. Itwill then
recommand that the Commission approve the agresmasnt.

If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in
the enclosed conciliation agreemant, please contact Kathlessn
Imig Perkins, the attorney assigned to this mattar, at 203/
523-4175 within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

Sincerely,

William C. Oldaker
Genaral Counsel

Enclosure

cc: FKaran Kessler




This matter having been initiated on the basis of information
ascertained by the Commission in the normal course of carrying out

its supervisory responsibilities, an investigation having been
conducted, and the Commission having found reasonable cause to
believe that respondent, Stewart mling: Mott, violated 2 U.8.C.
§44la(a) (3), 11 C.F.R. §110.5,

Now, therefore, the respective parties herein, the Federal
Election Cnﬁﬁd:linn and rlnpnnduﬁt Stewart Rawlings Mott, having
duly entered into conciliation pursuant to 2 U.S5.C. §437g(a)(5),
do hereby agree as follows:

I. That the Pederal Election Commission has jurisdiction

over respondent Stewart Rawlings Mott and the subject
matter of this proceeding;
That respondent Stewart Rawlings Mott has had a reason-
able opportunity to demonstrate that no action should
be taken in this matter;

That the pertinent facts in this matter are as follows:
A. Stewart Rawlings Mott made contributions to federal
candidates during calendar year 1978 as follows:

1.) As shown on the Commission's "G-Index" --

A. Scheuer for Congress - 78 $ 450

B. Citizens for the 18 C.D.
Committee (Abzug) 500




Harkin for h- m
Schroeder ﬁu‘
Citizens for D .
Citizens for J;'E
(Abzug) Fah
Edgar for
Martin Frost Camg it
Stofferahan for U.8. w
Dem. Study Grp. Camp. Fund
Baucus '78 Committee
Bob Eckhardt Camp. Pund
Broocke Committee
Committee to Reelect Cong. M. J.
Harrington
Committee to Reelesct lmtm:
Hathaway
Dick Clark for U.S. Senate (General)
Dr. Bill Roy for Senator Comm.
Helen S. Meyner Campaign
Norma Bartle for Congress
Pattison "78 Committee
People for Haskell (General)
Udall Election Committee
People for Haskell (Primary)
Kostmayer for Congress
Levin for Senate
Ravenel for Senate Committee
(General)
Wolpe for Congress
Bill Bradley for U.S5. Benate
Virginia Shapard for Congress
Carter Burden for Congress
Duval for Senate ttee
Senator Anderson Vol. Comm.
Friends of Luther Hodges, Jr.
Ravenel for Senate Committee
(Primary)

. ~David Pryor for U.S. Senate
Dick Clark for U.S. Senate (Primary)
Hemenway for Congress
Norma Bork for Congress
Abner J. Mikva for Congress

. Fraser Senate Committee

PP. Carr for Congress Committee
TOTAL

2.) As Verified by Checking Candidates/
Committee Reports:

A. The Christie Committee (Senate-
Texas)
B. Keys for Congress Committee




3.) %100 ﬂlltllbﬂtlﬂll iﬂfllﬂll
as disclosed by Ir; ﬂhtt

TOTAL MOTT 1978

‘-;."I..d as follows:

Respondent Stewart Rawlings Mott's contributions to
candidates during calendar year 1978 exceeded FECA'S
$25,000 annual aggregate contribution limitation im

I.

violation of 2 U.8.C. §44la(a)(3), 11 C.F.R. §110.5.
Respondent will pay a civil penalty in the amount of
$2,100 pursuant to 2 U.8.C. §437g(a) (6) (B).

Respondent will not undertake any activity which is in
violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act, 2 U.8.C.

§431 et seq.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

i i

The Commission on request of anyone filing a complaint
under 2 U.S5.C. §437g(a) (1) concerning the matter at issue
herein, or on its own motion, may review compliance with
this agreement. If the Commission believes that this
agreement or any requirement thereof has been violated,
it may institute a civil action for relief in the United
States District Court for the District of Columbia.

It is mutually agreed that this agreement shall become
effective as of the date that all parties hereto have
executed same and the Commission has approved the

entire agreement.




Ganeral Counseal A
Federal Election Commission

ewart




I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary to the m fve
Election Commission, do hereby certify that om m'. '
1979, the Commission determined by a vote of 6-0 “ I el
adopt the following recommendations, as set forth in the
General Counsel's Report dated June 15, 1979, regarding
the above-captioned matter:

1. PFind no reason to believe that
Stewart Rawlings Mott wviolated
exceeding the contribution
limitations of that provision
to Jim Bcheuer.

Find reascnable cause to believe
that Stewart Rawlings Mott violated
2 U.8.C. §44la(a)(3), 11 C.F.R.
§110.5 by making contributions
during calendar year 1978 in

excess of the $25,000 limitation
contained therein.

Approve and send the conciliation
agreement and letter attached to the
above-named report.

Voting for this determination were Commissioners Aikens,

Priedersdorf, Harris, McGarry, Thomson, and Tiernan.

Attest:

¢/2[7 7 2. Cmamere

Date Marjorie . Emmons
Secretary to the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: 6-18-79, 12:51
Circulated on 48 hour vote basis: 6-18-79, 4:00




Plsase have the athasvhed Gemeral Counsel‘'s
wum!znmmhhmh-
a 48 hour tally basis.

Thank you.




On May 14, 1979, the Commission found reason to

Stewart Rawlings Mott may have viclated 2 U.8.C. § Hi.l ’

11 C.F.R. § 110.5 by making contributions during cal 3 3

1978 in excess of the $25,000 limitation contained m h
addition, the Commission was concerned with whether Mr. Ht‘l
*sesidential® expenses for Scheusr fund-raiser exceeded H m
limit of 11 C.F.R. § 100.4(b) (4) and whether or not Mr. m'-
total contributions to candidate Scheuer during 1978 lmﬂu
contribution limitation of 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a) (1) (A). A letter was
sent to Mr. Mott notifying him of the Commission's finding and his
response has been received.

Contributions to Candidate Jim Scheuer (1978)

Mr. Mott's response and attached verification indicates that
his total expenses for the two Scheuer fund-raisers was $437.04.
The Commission's regulations except from the term "contribution"
as used in the Act,

(4) The use of real or personal property and the
cost of invitations, food, and beverages, voluntarily
provided without charge by an individual, in render-
ing voluntary personal services to a candidate on
the individual's residential premises, to the extent
that the cumulative value of those activities by the
individual on behalf of the candidate do not exceed
$500 with respect to an election. For purposes of

this paragraph a contribution by a married individual
shall not be attributed to a spouse.

11 C.F.R. § 100.4(b) (4) (Emphasis added).




Since Mr. Mott hosted the Jim Scheuver fund-raisers

" |‘h’|¢

- "residential premises,” and since the total cost of !hl :
was less than $500, these expensas were not a 'm

" Jim Schever campaign. Thersfore, the Office of General COWiSS)
recommend that the Commission find no reason to believe that Stewart

Rawlings Mott may have violated 2 U.8.C. § 44la(a) (1) (A) by excesding
the contribution limitations of that provision of the Act in his

1578 contributions to Jim Scheuer.

§25,000 Anndal Contribution Limitation

Mr. Mott's response confirms that his 1978 contributions to
candidates exceeded the annual aggregate limitation of 2 U.B8.C.

§ 441a(a)(3), 11 C.F.R. §110.5. MNr. Mott admits a total of $26,490
in 1978 contributions and the Commission's records show a total of
$27,100 in 1978. The pledge to Pell, Dellums fund-raiser ticket,
Women's Campaign Pund loan, and costs of Scheuer fund-raisers were
not incuded in the Commission's total.

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends that the
Commission find reasonable cause to believe that Stewart Rawlings
Mott may have violated 2 U.S5.C. § 44la({a)(3), 11 C.F.R. § 110.5 by
making contributions during calendar year 1978 in excess of the
$25,000 limitation contained therein.

Recommendations

l. Find no reason to believe that Stewart Rawlings Mott
violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a) (1) (A) by exceeding the contribution

limitations of that provision to Jim Scheuer.




Attachments

l. Mott's Response
2. Proposed Conciliation Agreement
3. Lestter to Respondent




This letter will serve as my reply to the Federal Election Commission's :
investigation !.ntn my political contributions, MUR 920.
* Now, '!3'

I will address the points I enumerated in my November 13, 1979
with Neil Stasbler. My initial contributions made on October &, 1978
totalled $24,990.

1) The pledge mnllmuﬂhmuﬂnwmlmmnrmnu
committee. According to a phone conversation with Joanne Steneck
of yourorganization this does not count toward my federal limit,

2) The Dellums fundraiser: I do not believe that the $100 paymant
should be charged against my $25,000 limit since Harold Willens
paid it without my knowledge.

3) The contributions to Russell Hemenway (5500) and Bella Abzug($1000)
for a special election January 1978 should have been included; this
was an oversight.

4) The Women's Campaign Fund promptly rapaid their debt of $2972.78.
Ms. Joanne Steneck called this "normal business practice" which need
not be reported according to regulation 114.9(d).

5) TItemization for the two Scheuer svents is enclosed. The combined
total for out-of-pocket expenses for food,invitations,postage

and beverages total $437.04. This does not include the time my

paid staff spent on these events.

6) I do not see point 6 addressed in the law.

Please advise me with a written copy to my staff assistant, Karen
Kessler if your investigation will require any further information.

Sincerely,

S ames AAK
Stewart R. Mott

cc: Karen Kessler
JBhn P. Hodgkin

encl.
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Dear Candidate:

x*-mmumhmmmmmmuﬂ
campaign for federal office.

I wish it could have besn sent socner—
==and I wish it could be larger!

My decision to support you has been based on many factors: voting recoxd,
press reports, personal contact, and most especially by the advice of
Russ Hemenway at the National Coomittes for an Effective Congress and by
Carol Randles at the Women's Campaign Fund. I serve on the Board of NCEC
and helped to found WCF. Their counsel is most valuable to ma.

Primary considerations for me in assessing your race are:

A SANE FOREIGN AND MILITARY POLICY

THE NEED FOR'WORLDWIDE CONTRACEPTIVE & ABORTION PROGRAMSE
EQUAL RIGHTS FOR MEN AND WOMEN

CIVIL LIBERTIES, ESPECIALLY FREEDOM OF SPEECH

I hope you will continue to prove yourself a champion of the concerns
listed above; I'd be sad if you disappointed me on any of these issuss.

This donation might have been larger were it not for the cbnoxious pro-
visions of the so-called campaign finance “reform" laws (which you may

have favored?) which limit my total giving to a ceiling of $25,000 annually.
From the enclosed list you'll see that I'm scratching up against the "fat-cat”
ceiling and that it's a very painful decision to have to limit the sizce of

my gift to you,.

I hope that once you're in the 96th Congress I'll be able to halp you in
many ways beyond this campaign gift. I'm active with many Washington-based
organizations which can assist you in your work:

THE FUND FOR PEACE--Center for Defanse Information, Center for Nat'l.
Securities Studies, Center for Intl. Development,
In the Public Interest radio program.

PLANNED PARENTHOOD FEDERATION OF AMERICA

POPULATION INSTITUTE--Population Action Council

POPULATION CRISIS COMMITTEE

FUND FOR CONSTITUTIONAL GOVERNMENT--Almanac of American Politics, Honest

Gov't. Project, Military Audit Project

I'm on the Board of Directors of each of these groups and can assure you
of their cooperation with you in your committee work.

For the purpose of listing me in your FEC reports, use the address above
and list my occupation as "maverick”.

Baest wishes; I hope you win! '"..-4——-—:—”.%__ -

N flevre

—




====$24,950
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mm 0. Stasblar .

F.E.C. 1325 K S5t W
washington D C :mu

Dear Meil:

Ever since I "sat at your knee" eleven ysars ago to talk about my posaible race
for Congress from Flint, I've felt that you've taken an avuncular interest in me
and my political evolution. Your November 2 letter attests to that, Thank you:
You're a mix betwean a fathar confessor and stern rabbi!

Heil, I still find it odd that the Suprems Court found it constitutional that Congress
could limit donations to $1000 per candidate per election. If Congress were to pass

a lav limiting the number of volunteer hours I might expend for tha 1980 Fresidential
candidate(s), then the Court--following the Buckley-Valeso logic--would uphuld the
right of Congress to write its own rules once again.

To quote your letter, "the weight of big givers...was conveying a sense of futility."
Well, Mary Jones, the volunteer who can contribute 1000 hours to a campaign, she has

a bigger weight and influence than I do with a §1000. Bo does Jack Bmith, the media
axpert, who's able to contribute his time-~worth maybe $5-10,000. 8o what are wve to
do with Mary Jones, Jack Smith, John Denver, George Meany, Prank Sinatra, Billy Graham
or even Miss Lillian? EQUALIZE THEM ALL? Cut them off at the knees? And if Congress
wrote such rules, the Court would uphold them and you would enforce them?

A8 you know, Neil, so many diverse elements go into a campaign: intelligence, humor,
integrity, eloquence, compassion, foresight, craftiness, tenacity, good health,
billboards, bumper stickers, endorsements, TV time, editorials

Just because money is measurable--and there's no yardstick for integrity--then it's
OK to legislate and put limits on money. By legislating/limiting money, Congress
limits TV time, xeroxing, paid staff, telephone banks, buttons--avery single kind of
SPEECH that costs money.

Yes, I think it's an OBNOXIOUS law that augurs for more and more government control
over the entire political process in America. I think that if the American public
really and truly understood the consegquences of FECA'74 and its absurd body of
requlations and bureaucracy, they'd vote against it.

Neil, I appreciate your suggestion that I help promote the $1 check-off, but I pronise
you there's NO WAY that I'd dream of encouraging the collection of funds that preserve:
and promotes and enshrines the Democratic Party and Republican Party as the two OFFICL
political parties of the USA. Neither can I stomach the fact that the FEC is

designed to be bi-partisan.

I am curious about your citation of $53 million from donors of $10,000+ in 1972,
Those are all from individuals? None from PAC's or multi-candidate groups like NCEC?
And does that figure count all political gifts or just federal campaign gifts?
Without knowing the answer to this latter question, I couldn't know the denominator
against which to measure the magnitude or percentage. I'm sending a copy of your
letter (hope you don't mind) along with this reply, to Herb Alexander in the hopes
that he can give me fuller data. Or do you have it in your files?

I'm also curious about the role of fat-cats in politics as compared to the role of
fat-cats in philanthropy. Is the profile of fat-cat giving in politics very much like
the profile of fat-cat giving in philanthropy? Or quite different? Maybe Jack Schwar:




1.mmummm1n1mm:m” stoma mvutnu
policies of 1AJ, ? A i
.mﬂluﬂ-—nthmgm“tmﬂlﬂﬂltﬁi Mﬂqgnﬂ
a year or two in advance by party rules for delegate
.wmltmo'klmﬂﬁltmmmhwmﬂthe
McGovern~-Fraser rules,

. The continuing lack of 'wmﬁlhq'mtﬁnwﬁﬂﬁtﬂn.munanﬂ.
Try writing to the DMC !m:mlrmn Financial Report or next year's budget; you
won't get one.

» The lack of party support for George MoGovern.

. The attempt by Bob Strauss to divert money from MoGovern in order to pay off
the Hubert debt.

7. The refusal of the DNC to allow its Mid-Term Conferemce to deal with issues.

8. The RNC pat on its fanny all through the dreadful impeachment process.

Why should I--or the millions of Americans who witnessed many of thess events--

have any respect for the two national es? Why should anyone bust his/her ass to
to develop reasonable/progressive platforms at the national comventions when elected
leadership ignores the platforms? I really can't ses why anyons 40-or=-younger who
began voting e’ the 1960's would give a hoot or a holler about the DNC or RNC.

llaving "taken you on™ with these remarks, I realize that I've challenged you with
questions and comments that might take a whole book for reply. Rather than subject
you to that chore, may I instead offer to take you to lunch next time I'm in D.C.7

Finally, if you don't mind having lunch with a criminal, I must confess to you

that I'm illegal. Neil, I sent you a copy of my 10/6/78 letter summarising my gifts
to 1978 candidates, a total of 524,950. Alas and alack, I'm illegal in two ways:

l. After sending all those checks and composing that letter, I remembared several
days later that I had been at a fund-raiser for Claiborne Pell about a year ago
and had pledged $500 to his '78 re-election; but I had never gotten arcund to
paying up. Since the pledge is equivalent to a contribution according to your
outrageous and ingenious law, I'm illegal.

. On 10/29/78 I was meeting Harold Willens in Santa Monica at the home of Tom Hayd
and Jane Fonda for a party which I knew to be a fund-raiser at $25 per person.
When 1 arrived, I offered a $100 bill at the door for myself and three friends.
The doorkeeper told me I didn't need to pay since Harold had paid for me. Not
until I was inside did I realize that it was a fund-raiser for Ron Dellums!

So Harold made a "gift in the name of another person™ and 1 accepted his kind
hospitality as my host for that weekend, so I guess we're both illegal.

Pray tell, what should I do to return to the side of the angels?

1f you can't think of any way to cure my transgressions, I'll surrender at that lunch
we're going to have. Be sure to bring handcuffs!

D Sl




HOn. Neil O. Stasbler

-=gontinuation of 11/4/78 letter—

Dear Neil:
Wew! I just discovered that 1'm really in desp trouble.

Since writing to you on 11/4, I came across two additional violations of the FECA
which are substantial, and I might as well mention two others that are minor. You
remsmber that my 10/6/78 report totalled $24,950. Waell, one candidate, Max Heller,
sent back his $100 saying he didn't need or want it. That brought ma down to $24,B50.
But I had forgotten a $100 amount to the Council for a Livable World; and I hadn't
bothered to list $25 to the DNC and $15 to the RNC (I like to receive their mailings),
8o my presumed total was $24,990. But herewith the six transgressions:

1. The $500 pledge to Pell mentioned in my 11/4 letter.
2. The 5100 gift on my behalf by Harold Willens to Ron Dellums.

3. In 1977 1 gave -I5DG each to RPuss Hemenway and Bella Abzug to help them seek the

18th C.D. nomination for the vacant Koch seat. Then when Bella won the nomination,

I gave her an additional $500 in January *78. Total of 51500. The young woman who
helped me prepare the 10/6/78 list, Karen Kessler, had not realized that the $1500
counted toward my 1978 ceiling of $25,000. The people who supplied her with my records,
John Hodgkin and Gertrude Myers, had not flagged the amounts. Russ Hemsnway, who sat
with me on 10/6 to plan the final donations, didn't remember it. I didn't remember it.
On a scale of 1-10, in terms of familiarity with the law and awareness of its provisions,
I reckon you'd rate Russ and me at 9, John at 7, Gertrude at 5, Karen (who's new on my
staff) at 2. We're all guilty as hell. Karen didn't know the difference, being new,
but Puss and I know the law well enough to realize that the by-election totals count
toward the calendar year totals; so weé both violated the law! Incidentally, had the
by-election taken place in December 1977, there would have been ne violation, right?
That sure is a funny, funny law you administer, Neil.

4. Last Friday I did a financial review of my Balance Sheet for 9/30/78 and discovered

a startling item: Accounts Receivable, Women's Campaign Fund: $52200. I asked my CPA §
tax advisor staffer, John Hodgkin, to explain it to me. Well, it seems chat my bookez=per,
Gertrude Myers, who has been a very active voluntecr on behalf of the Women's Campaiqn
Fund, helped run a benefit party here in NYC to raise §55 for WCF. And, as is normal for
groups that I support, money was advanced from my bank account to WCF as "front money" to
pay for stamps, printing bills, a paid staffer, and other miscellany to get the benefit
party under way. Subsequently, as donations flowed in for the benefit, the advanced 52200
was repaid to my bank account. All this took place with only a peripheral awareness on my
part. Why? Because it's the normal way I help groups I support. I'm in the "business"
of philanthropy and public servive and it's a very ordinary thing for me to advance moaey
in that way. But 00PS, when I do it for a political committee, all of a sudden it's
illegal. I forgot. Gertrude and John Hodgkin forgot, We didn't remember that the
haunting prosence of John Gardner, Common Cause, the FEC, and Supreme Court (& Congresi)
ware all right behind our tracks and would find the whaole lot of us ILLEGAL. Damn!

I frankly didn't know about it until four days ago. 1T hasten to report myself and turn
myself in. Got the handcuffs ready?

5. A minor item. I gave two fund-raisers for Jim Scheuer in appreciation for all he has
done to advance the cause of population inh Congress. One was at my D.C. home & office




; z-_'imxu that, not being a candidate or a &_i.tm."?f‘!i'm d undér t
ask for an Advisory Opinion on this point of law, 0 you guys at the FEC leave characters
like me entirely at the mercy of our own very fallible judgements on matters of profound
importance like this. So what am I te do? Should I have asked Scheuer to have engaged

counsel 5-6 months ago to research this fins point of law and, if no regulation exists,
to have sought an Advisory Opinion back in April?

Neil, where's the spontaneity in political participation if Scheuetr and Mott should have
been chilled by the FECA in a decision to have a party which tock pl.m only 4 weeks before
the actual event?

6. Final minor item. My staff works on these things. My D.C. staff, Anne Zill and Diane
‘Abelman, put in time on political activities. My NYC staff, Karen, Gertrude, John, plus
John Cushing, secretary, and Barry Turner, sometimes bartender, all put in staff time on
preparing lists of prospective donees, keeping records and accounts on my political
participation, planning parties, advising me on who I might donate to. Let's face it.

A lot of donors would never bother to report such paid staff time because A) their

total annual donations do not brush up against the ceiling of 525,000 per year, or B)
because they ambiguously (and fraudulently?) claim that such staff time is “volunteered.”
Neil, T must admit to you that if we had kept records on every single time my secretary
answered a phone call or letter from a candidate that resulted in a political gift, or
every expense for a fund-raising party that fell outside the:-definition of "invitations,
food and beverages" then I'd have to report scme $3-5,000 of in-kind giving not allowed
by the law.

- e o omm o mm om o=

OK, I've come clean and bared my heart and soul and criminality. What are you going to
do about it? I've acknowledged to you that my political participation this year may
amount to some $8000 in excess of the legal limits--none of which I was consciously
aware of at the time I was doing it. Six different counts of wrong-doing.

Tell me, du you personally think there was anything wrong with my instincts and desires

to help the cause of good politics in this country? Do you think I was exercising

undue influence over the political process? Was I contributing to the "sense of futility”
of the small contributor? Was I engaged in any venal act of self-service? Do I deserve
to be chastised, subjected to a criminal proceeding (along with my "accomplices"}? Should
I go to jail and/or be fined severely?

I can't help but think there are hundreds of candidates and donors and other participants
in the political process in this country who are constantly chilled by the provisions of
the FECA and are worried continuously by possible infringements of the law. You doubtless
get dozens of "mea culpa" letters like this confessing transgressions. How do you handle
such admissions of guilt? ['m very curious to know.

Gimme ancother week or two and I'll probably think nf:Eiher half-dozen violations.

B

I stand ready for your indictment! G Lipmadt




.flﬁ:‘.!;.ljnlij'll.-_llii

COSTS OF JIM SCHEUER EVENT 11/1/78

GARDEN MARKET (VEGETABLES,CRACKERS ,DIP) ...covvescees..87,63
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|FRASER - MORRIS
FINE FOODS INC,

NEW YORK'S FINEST GOURMET SHOP
#31 MADISON AVE AT Tath STREET
NEW YORK, N.Y. 10021
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Stewart Rawlings Mt
800 Park Avenus

New York, N.Y. 10021

Dear Mr. Mott:

On June ~; 1979, the Commission determined that there
was reasonable causs to believe I:Iut committed ;ﬂauuun
butions durin:l calendar year un m of ﬁ- .m
itation contained therein. Specifically, the ﬁ-ﬂmd
rea:mﬂhlu cause to believe that your 1978 contributions were
as OLLOWS :

(1) As shown on the Commission's "G Index":

A. Schsuer for Congress -~ 78 $ 450
B. Citizens for the 18 C.D. Committee
(Abzug) 500
C. Committee for Tim Wirth $00
D. Harkin for Congress 300
E. Schroeder for Congress Committee 450
F. Citizens for Downey 150
G. Citizens for the 18 C.D. Committee
(Abzug) 500
Edgar for Congress Committee 450
Martin Frost Campaign Committee 250
Stofferahn for U.S. Senate 500
Dem. Study Grp. Camp. Fund 1,000
Baucus '78 Committee 1,000
Bob Eckhardt Camp. Fund 150
Brooke Committee 500
Committee to Reelect Cong. M. J.
Harrington 200
Committee to Reelect Senator
Hathaway 1,000
Dick Clark for U.S. Senate (General)l,000
Dr. Bill Roy for Sentaor Committee 1,000




Helen §. Meyner Campaign =
Norma Bartie for Com i
Pattison '78 Comm T
People for Haskell
Udall Election auﬁ.' "
Peovle for Haskell (Pr
Kostmayer for Congress
Levin for Senate bl
Ravenel for Senats Committee
(General)
wWolpe for Congress s
Bill Bradley for U.S8. m
Virginia Ezgplrd for Congress
Carter Burden !urcE::!lilt
Duval for Senate ttee
Senator Anderson Vol. Comm.
Friends of Luther Hodges, Jr.
Ravenel for Senate Committee
(Primary) 1,000
pavid Pryor for U.S. Senate 500
KX. Dick Clark for U.S. Senate
{(Primary) 500
LL. Hemenway for Congress 500
MM, Norma Bork for Congress 200
NN. Abner J. Mikva for Congress 900
00. FPraser Senate Committee . 500
PP. Carr for Congress Committee 250
TOTAL $24,050

As Verified by Checking Candidates/Committee
Reporta:

A. The Christie Committee (Senate-Texas) 1,000
B. Keys for Congress Committee 450
C. Campaign to Elect Geraldine A.
Ferraro 450
D. Scheuver for Congress - 1978 450
TOTAL $2,

$100 Contributions to House candidates as disclosed
by Mr. Mott 8700

TOTAL MOTT 1978 CONTRIBUTIONS $27,100

The Commission has a duty to attempt to correct such vio-
lations for a period of 30 days by informal méthods of conference,
conciliation and persnasion. and bv entering into a coneciliation
agreement. 2 U.S5.C. § 437g(a)(5)(A). If we are unable to reach




an agreement during that period, the Commission may, wup«
finding of probable cause to believe a violation has occcy
institute a civil suit in the United States District Cou
seek payment of a civil penalty not in excess of the gr

of $5000 or the amount of the violation or, if a kno g
willful violation is proved, the greatar of $10,000 or 20
cent of the violation. 2 U.S.C. §§ 437g(a) (5) (C), ISTq{l}t ).

We enclose a conciliation agreement that this office is
prepared to recommend to the Commission in settlement of this
. matter. If you agree with the provisions of the enclosed con-
e ciliation agreement, please sign and return it, along with the

A civil penalty, to the Commission within ten days. I will then
recommend that the Commission approve the agreemsnt.

= If you have any questions or suggestions for changes in
%;. the enclosed conciliation agreement, please contact Kathleen
Fs Imig Perkins, the attorney assigned to this matter, at 202/
g%% 523-4175 within ten days of your receipt of this letter.

. Sincerely,

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel

Enclosure

cc: EKaren Kessler
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paid staff spent on these events.

6)- I do not see point 6 addressed in the law.

Please advise me with a writtan copy to my staff assistant, Karen
Kessler if your investigation will require any further information.

Sincerely,

Stewart R. Mott

co: Karen Kessler
John P. Hodgkin

-lﬂ".i
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Dear Candidate:
TN VAL JTATE UM AU ALTUMAD

1'-an¢1-mmmmmmuuu
campaign for feleral offiee.!'/ red o2 1ov1d

G001 AuTiLie M A [lodesH
I wish it could have beeh sént‘'sconei~- ' A1slD 't
--and I wish it ¢ould be :luju- : ¢ofl al'

wisild el

mmumuwmn—mwmw tm:xm.“.
press reports, personal oomtact, and most espetially by the imiwice ofM
Fuss Hemenway &t the Natiodal Committées for an Effective Compaiss andily
Carol Randles at the Women's Campaign Pund. I serve on the Board of NCEC
and helped to found WCPF. Their counwel is most valusble tome----ITANIE [sdoT

Primary considerations for me in assessing your race are: e
$ :
A BANE FOREIGN AND MILITAKY POLICY
THE NEED FOR WORLINIDE COMNTRACRPPIVE ¢ ADORTYON PROGERAME @  ITATE
EQUAL RIGHTS FOR MEN AND WOMEN
mnmm.Wrﬂuwﬂ“ : :xi
BD
I hope you will mthunhm.mlf:“imﬂﬁmﬂ
listed above; I'd be sad if you disappointed me on any of thede ibeundd.
! a2 1

This donation might have besn larger were it mot for the dbmésiicus
visions of the so-called campaign finance "reform” laws (whidN you I
have favored?) which limit my total giving to & ceiling of ‘975,000 »
From the enclosed list you'll see that I'm scratching up afdéiisc the ™at-cat”
ceiling and that it's a very painful decision t& have to liﬁt‘ﬁ-“ of
my gift to you. 2 8l

A 5 A
I hope that once you're in the 96th Congress I'll be able H—Hﬂp you ~jin

many ways beyond this campaign gift. I'm active with maay Ilﬂﬂ.nlw
organizations which can assist you'in your workr £
H-‘I
THE FUND FOR PEACE--Centar for Defense Information, Cemnter for Wal'l.
Securities Studies, Center for Intl. Developdlint,
In the Public Interest radio program. iM
PLANNED PARENTHOOD FEDEFATION OF AMERICA
POPULATION INSTITUTE--Population Action Council
POPULATION CRISIS COMMITTEE .
FUND FOR CONSTITUTIONAL GOVERNMENT--Almanac of American Politics, Honbst
Gov't. Project, Military Audit Project

I'm on the Board of Directors of each of these groups and can assure you
of their cooperation with you in your committee work.

For the purpose of listing me in your PEC reports, use the address above
and list my ocvupation as "maverick".

Best wishes; I hope you win! imz_
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| Beer ¢iwce T "dat al your kmee™: ﬂﬂ-mmmuh&mﬂm“
for Congress from Plint, I've felt that you've taken s avihmiler interest in me
“and wy political evelution. WMIMMt‘M ‘Thank you!
You'se -‘I.i betweam a fathar confesser and staxw rﬂu e ol T
Neil, I still find it oad that the Supreme caunatmnl uw that Congress
could Yimit ddnations to $100Q per'candidats per eslsctids, | I£ Cengress wers to pass
a law Iimiting the nusber of wolumbesr hours I might empesd rfox tha 1980 Presidential
candidate(s) , then the Court--following the Buckley-Valeo hﬂ.ﬂ"!ﬂ-ﬂd uphold the
riqht uIConqr-u tn-ﬂht it Huﬂln nnu;_in.l 1 %0 dhs
fel JopmEd A ]

To quote your letter, "thl weight o! hll qinn...nl conveping a llnll of futility.”
Well, Mary Jones, the voluntesr who ean contribute. 1000 Newrs 4o & caspaign, she has

& biggdr weight and influence ‘than I do with a $1000. Sodoss Jedk Smith, the media
expert, who's able to contribute his time--worth maybe $5-10,000. So what are we to
do with 'MAry Jones, Jaok Smith, John Denver, Georde Meany, Prank Sisatyey Billy Graham
of evén Miws Liliian? 'SQUALIER THEM ADL? Cut.them off :at the dnees? s if Congress
wrote 'such ‘rules, the'Court woald uphéld thed ahd you vedld enfards’ ?-r

As you know, Meil, so many diverse elements go into a campedgny 'intelidgence, humor,
integrity, eloquence, compassion, foresight, craftiness, tenacity, good health,
billboards, bumper stickers, endorsements, TV tise, effitsrials.......:.sand money.

Just bectuse money is measurabls--and thérs's no yardstioR for integrity—then it's

OK to legislate and put limits on money. By lesislating/lisiting money, Congress
limits TV time, xeroxing, paid staff, telephone banks, buttun:-m single kind of
SPEECH that cosats money.

Yes, I think it's an OBNONIOUS law that sugurs for more and mbee governmdnt control
over the entire political process in America. I think that if the American public
really and truly understood the comsequences of l'lt:lr‘?lrﬁl its abdurd body of
regulations and buresicracy, they'd vote against it. !

Neil, I appreciaste your suggestien that I help promete the §1 cheek-off, but I promise
you there's NO WAY that I'd dream of encouraging ths ecellection of funds that preserves
and promotes and enshrines the Democratic Party and Republican Party as the two OFFPIC
political parties of the USA. Neither can I stomach the fact that the FEC is

designed to be bi-partisan.

I am curious about your citation of §53 million from Somors of $10,000+ in 1972,
Those are all from individuals? None from PAC's or smliti-candidate groups like NCEC?
And does that figure count all political gifts or just federal campaign gifts?
Without knowing the answer to this latter gquestion, I couldn't knmow the danominator
against which to measure the magnitude or percentage. I'm sending a copy of your
letter (hope you don't mind) along with this reply, to Herb Alexander in the hopes
that he can give me fuller data. Or do you have it in your files?

I'm also curiocus about the role of fat-cats in politics as compared to the role of
fat-cats in philanthropy. 1Is the profile of fat-cat giving in politics very much like
the profile of fat-cat giving in philanthropy? Or quite different? Maybe Jack Schwart
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fohn Dos feels futile--or fesls a disincentd :
ac. B. Mott can giwe $15,0007 Cowm o3k o RSEL D

LapOL D 4
mwmthlﬂthHmm. Ny poli
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On a scale of 1-10, in terms of f-ili-ﬂqr with the lay and qnwu, :
I reckon yoh‘d’ rate Risp and me at 9, John at 7, 'Ell.'t:nlﬂl at 5, | .
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4. Last Friday I d4id a financial review of my Balance Sheet for 9/ ;'_uy m;ﬂl wered

a startling item: Accounts Receivable, s Campaign Fund: $22 CHL $
tax advisor staffer, John Hodgkin, to an;Im it to me. Well, it peems Lh, ’3’ eeper,
Gertrude Myears, who has been a very active volunteer on behalf of the Women'; gn
Fund, helped run a benefit party here in WYC to raise $5$ for WCF. And, as is normal for
groups that I support, money was advanced from my bank account to WCF as "front monay™ to
pay for stamps, printing bills, a paid staffer, and other miscellany to get the benefit
party under way. Subsequently, as donations flowed in for the benefit, the advanced $2200
was repaid to my bank account. All this took place with only a peripheral awarepess on my
part. Why? Because it's the normal way I help groups I support. I'm in the "business”
of philanthropy and public service and it's a very ordinary thing for me to advance money
in that way. But O00OPS, when I do it for a political committee, all of a suddan it's
illegal. I forgot. Gertrude and John Hodgkin forgot. We didn't remember that the
haunting presence of John Gardner, Common Cause, the FEC, and Supreme Court (& Congress)
were all right behind our tracks and would find the whole lot of us ILLEGAL. Damn!

I frankly didn't know about it until four days ago. I hasten to report myself and turn
myself in. Got the handcuffs ready?

5. A minor item, I gave two fund-raisers for Jim Scheuer in appreciation for all he has
done to advance the cause of population ih Congress. One was at my D.C. home & office
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CERTIFIED ﬁ

Mr. Stewart R. Mott
800 Park Avenue
New York, N.Y. 10021

Dear Mr. Mott:

Based on information ascertained in the normal cour
of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the
Election Commission has found reason to believe that you
have violated certain provisions of the Pederal st
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act®). The
investigation was generated by referral of your
with former Commissioner Neil O. Stabler in which you indicated
that you had committed certain violations of the Act.

Specifically, the Commission has found reason to believe
that you may have exceeded the annual aggregate contribution
limitation for calendar year 1978, 2 U.8.C. §44la(a)(3),

11 C.F.R. §110.5. In addition, the Commission is investigating
whether your combined expenses for the two fund-raisers you
hosted for Candidate Jim Scheuer exceeded the $500 limitation

of 11 C.F.R. §100.4(b) (4). We have numbered this matter MUR 920.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonatrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit any
factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to
the Commission's analysis of this matter. In particular,
please provide the Commission with the total amount of your
expenses in connection with the two Scheuer fund-raisers and
any records including cancelled checks and copies of invoices
in connection with those two events. Where appropriate, state-

ments should be submitted under

William G'/ Oldaker
General Counsel




Mr. Stewart R. Mott
800 Park Avenue
New York, N.¥Y. 10021

RE: MUR 520
Dear Mr. Mott:

Based on information ascertained in the normal course
of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the Fedaral
Election Commission has found reason to believe that you may
have violated certain provisions of the Federal Electiom
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act®). The Commission's
investigation was generated by referral of your corr dence
with former Commissioner Neil O. Stabler in which you indicated
that you had committed certain violations of the Act.

Specifically, the Commission has found reason to believe
that you may have exceeded the annual aggregate contribution
limitation for calendar year 1978, 2 U.S.C. §ddla(a)(3),

11 C.F.R. §110.5. In addition, the Commission is investigating
whether your combined expenses for the two fund-raisers you
hosted for Candidate Jim Scheuer exceeded the $500 limitation

of 11 C.F.R. §100.4(b) (4). We have numbered this matter MUR 920.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit any
factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to
the Commission's analysis of this matter. In particular,
please provide the Commission with the total amount of your
expenses in connection with the two Scheuer fund-raisers and
any records including cancelled checks and copies of invoices
in connection with those two events. Where appropriate, state-
ments should be submitted under oath.

Sincerely,

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel




I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary to the Federal
Election Commission, do hereby certify that on May 14,
1979, the Commission determined by a vote of 5-0 to
adopt the following recommendations, as set forth in

the General Counsel's Report dated May 9, 1979, regarding
the above-captioned matter:

1. Find reason to believe that
Stewart Rawlings Mott may
have violated 2 U.S.C. §44la(a)(3),
11 C.F.R. §110.5 by making
contributions during calendar year
1978 in excess of the $25,000
limitation contained therein.

Approve and send the letter
attached to the above-named
report.
Voting for this determination were Commissioners Aikens,

Priedersdorf, Harris, McGarry, and Tiernan.

Shils7

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: 5-10-79, 11:23
Circulated on 48 hour vote basis: 5=10-79, 4:30

Attest:

Marjorie ". Emons
Secretary to the Commission




MEMOBANDUM TO: MNarge Emmons
FROM: Elissa T. Garr

SUBJECT: MOR 920

Please have the attached Ganaral Counsel's Report
on MUR 920 distributed to the Commission om a 48 hour
tally basis.

Thank you.
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- Introduction

This matter was initially before the Commission on February 8,
1979 in the form of a Pre-MUR Memorandum. The Pre-MUR was generated
by referral from Commissioner Neil Stabler based upon his correspon-
dence, with Stewart Mott. BSee General Counsel's Pre~MUR Memorandum
dated January 30, 1979, and Attachments. After discussion, the
Commission voted to open an investigation in this matter to
determine:

1) Whether Mr. Mott exceeded the limitations of 2 U.S.C.

z::jll{a} (1)(A) in his total 1978 contributions to Jim Scheuer:

2) The precise extent to which Stewart Rawlings Mott exceeded

FECA's $25,000 annual aggregate contribution limitation for
calendar year 1978, 2 U.S8.C. §441a(a)(3), 11 C.F.R. §110.5.

Contributions to Candidate Jim Scheuer (1978)

As discussed in the Pre-MUR Memorandum (p.4), Mr. Mott held
two fund-raisers for Jim Scheuver during 1978, one at each of two
Mott residences, one on October 12, 1978, and cone on November 1,
1978. Mr. Mott states that he spent less than "the $500 ceiling”

on each event. However, Commission regulations limit expenses for

such residential fundraisers to "$500 with respect to an election,”

of a candidate. 11 C.F.R. §100.4(b) (4). Both Mott fundiraisers

would appear to be in connection with Representitive Scheuer's general

election campaign since the New York primary was held on September

12, 1978. Thus, to the extent that Mr. Mott's "residential”




iup-nl-l for Scheuer !HndPllllltl i:ﬂ-ld the llﬂﬂ;nﬂ n
_w would be mﬂim an i.lt--nhd mntrm tu:_

' campaign, allocable to Mr. Mott's 1978 aggregate contrib
limitation. In addition, Mr. Mott made a direct cc tion to
the Schever campaign in the amount of $450, on October 11. illl.
Therefore, to the extent that thess "residential” expenses iﬂiild
the $500. limitation by more than $550.00, Mr. Mott would also
have exceeded the contribution limitation of 2 U.8.C. liillfli'
(1) (A).

Therefore, the Office of General Counsel recommends that
the Commission send the attached letter to Stewart Rawlings
Mott to determine the total amount spent on the two Scheuer
fund-raisers.

$25,000 Annual Contribution Limitation

FECA and the Commission's regulations limit individual
contributions to no more than an aggregated $25,000 in any calendar

year. 2 U.5.C. §44la(a)(3), 11 C.F.R. §110.5. Mr. Mott's total

annual contributions for the 1978 calendar year appear as follows:

1) As shown on the Commission's G Index $24,050
2) HNot on G Infesi buot vertfis® by ehscking chhdidate reports 2,350
3) $100 contributions to House candidates,

disclosed by Mr. Mott but not required

to be reported by candidates 700
4) Possible in-kind contributions to Jim

Scheuer 7

TOTAL %28,100

Therefore, it appears that Mr. Mott has exceeded FECA's
$25,000 annual aggregate contribution limitation by $3,100 or
more. The Office of General Counsel recommends that the Commission

find reason to believe that Stewart Rawlings Mott may have violated




Scheusr fund-raisers.

Recommendations |
1. PFind reason to believe that Stewart Rawlings Mott may

have violated 2 U.5.C. §44la(a)(3), 11 C.F.R. §110.5 by making

contributions during calendar year 1978 in excess of the ﬂ!,m

limitation contained therein.

2. Approve and send the attached letter.

% he e LD

General ﬂumnl

Attachments

Pre=MUR Mamorandum
Letter to Respondent




FEDERAL ELECTION Cﬂ“m

1325 K STREET N.WW

THE COMMISSION

WILLIAM C. 0
GENERAL CBUH

Pre~MUR referral f Neil Stasbler - Fossible
FECA Violations Reported by Stewart Rawlings Mott

On November 30, 1978, Neil Staebler referred to the Office
of General Counsel a series of uu:rllpnnd!nnl between himself
and Stewart Rawlings Mott. In some of this
Mr. Mott disclosed facts which he felt might represent violations
of FECA on his part. Mr. Staebler asked that the Office of General
Counsel review the correspondence "for whatever disposition you
think appropriate.

Mr. Mott outlines four possible FECA violations:

(1) Exceeding the $25,000 annual aggregate contribution
limitation of 2 U.S.C. §44la(a)(3), 11 C.PFP.R. $110.5.

(2) Making a contribution in the name of another in
violation of 2 U.S.C. §441f; 11 C.P.R. $110.4(b).

(3) Not including in his computation of his yearly
contributions at least one of two fund-raisers hosted
for Jim Scheuer at two of Mr. Mott's residences - one
in N.Y City and one in D.C. Mr. Mott states that "[o]ln
each event I spent less that[n] (sic) the $500 ceiling
on 'invitations, food and beverages.'™ 2 U.5.C. §43l(e)
(5) (B), 11 C.F.R. §100.4(b) (4).

(4) Paying the salaries of his staff who do political

work for him - "preparing lists of prospective donees,
keeping records and accounts on my political participation,
planning parties, advising me on who I might donate to".

Is paying said salaries a political "contribution" which
should be included in the 525,000 annual limitation?
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Prelim Analysis

A. $25,000 gggull cﬂntributinn Limitation

It is possible that Mr. Mott has exceed the $25,000 annusl
aggregate contribution limitation of 2 U.S.C. §44la(a)(3), 11 C.F.R.
§110.5 for the calendar year 1978, Mr, Mott's contributions to
federal candidates for 1978, according to his own calculations,
totalled $24,950 as of October, 1978, However, Mr. Mott's subse-
guent calculations and correspondence with Mr. Staebler disclosed
additional possible contributions totalling $4,240 as follows:

Pledge to Clajibome Pell + 8§ 500
Return of contribution (Max Heller) 100
Council for a Livable World + 100
DNC + 25
RNC + 15
Russ Hemenway + 500 (Contributions
Bella Abzug + 1,000 made in 1977
but for 1978
election)

Women's Campaign Fund Loan

+ 2,200
T1300

Mr. Mott is correct that the pledge to Claiborne Pell, if in the
form of a signed pledge card, is considered under FECA to be a
contribution at the time that the pledge was made. See definition
of contribution at 2 U.S8.C. §431(e) (2), 11 C.F.R. §100.4(a)(3).
However, a review of reports filed on behalf of Claiborne Pell
disclosed no such pledge from Mr. Mott and no contribution from
Mr. Mott. This would seem to indicate that the pledge was not in
writing unless the Pell reports are in error. If the pledge was
not in written form and signed by Mr. Mott, it would not count
against his 1978 $25,000 limitation.

The $100 contribution to the Council for a Livable World
should be included in the 1978 total. However, it is interesting
to note that the reports filed by the Council for a Livable World
during 1978 do not disclose a $100 contribution from Mr. Mott.

The contributions made in 1977 to Hemenway/Abzug would also
be counted against the 1978 aggregate contribution limitation.
See 2 U.S.C. §44la(a)(3), 11 C.F.R. §110.4(b)(1). The special
party nominating convention for the 18th Congressional District
seat (the seat vacated by Mayor Koch) was held on January 15,
1978 and the special election was held on February 14, 1978.
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Reports filed on behalf of Bella Abzug disclose two $500
butions from Stewart Mott in connection with the 1978 el

one on 12/16/77 and one on 1/26/78. Russell Hemenway's
disclose a §500 contribution from Stewart R. Mott on 12/
Therefore, this $1,500 would have to be included in Mr. llntt'l
1978 §25,000 limitation.

In addition, the loan to the Women's Campaign Fund would be
considered a contribution chargeable to the 1978 limitation unless
the loan was paid back during 1978. However, reports of the
Women's Campaign Fund during this period (the loan was supposedly
made on or about September 30, 1978) disclose no such loan from
Mr. Mott. 1Indeed, the reports state that the Fund received no
loans at all from any source and no contribution or locan frem
Mr. Mott. [Reports checked were the 30 Day Post-General EBlection,
the 7 Day Pre-General Election and the September Monthly.] The
Women's Campaign Fund, however, does maintain a "WCF Restricted
State and Local Account." If Mr. Mott's loan was deposited in
this account and not used in connection with a federal eleetion,
it would not count against his $25,000 limitation.

B. "Gift in the Name of Another"

The Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits a person from
making contributions in the name of another, permitting his name
to be used to effect such a contribution or accepting such a
contribution. 2 U.S.C. §441f, 11 C.F.R. §110.4(b). Mr. Mott
asserts that since one Harold Willens paid $100 for Mr. Mott and
three friends to attend a political fund-raiser for Ron Dellums
that Mr, Willens made a "contribution in the name of another"
to the Dellums campaign. On the contrary, it would appear from
the facts that Mr. Willens made a contribution in his own name
to the Dellums campaign and a gift to Mr. Mott. Supporting this
analysis is the fact that the Dellum reports disclose only a
$100 contribution from Harold Willens and none from Stewart Mott.
Thus, Mr. Willens does not appear to have made a "contribution in
the name of another" - at least not in Stewart Mott's name to Ron
Dellums. Mr. Mott seems to have misinterpreted 2 U.S5.C. §441f
and 11 C.F.R. §110.4(b).

C. Candidate - Related Activities on Individual's Residential
Premises - 2 U.S.C. 5351!35!5}{3], 11 C.F.R. §100.4(b) (4).

FECA excepts from the definition of "contribution"
the use of real or personal property and the cost
of invitations, food, and beverages, voluntarily
provided by an individual to a candidate in rendering
voluntary personal services on the individual's
residential premises for candidate - related activites;




& II, «C. §431(e) (5) (B) (Emphasis added). The ( '
& lations limit this exception "to the ent™
ive value of thoss activities by the indiy |
- of the candidate do not exceed $500 with respect to an slectd

1 5&%;1 C.F.R. §100.4(b) (4). Mr. Mott fears that the !Ilt hat he

.~ ‘had two fund-raisers for Jim Scheuer - one at his "D.C, home

“, * office™ and one at his "family

©  take one of them out of the "residential premises” exceptic

Nowever, Mr. Mott is in error in his assumption that an lnllridunl

can only have one residence. Black's Law Dictiocnary, gquoting
a New York case states

-++ & person may have two places of residence, as

the city and country, but only one domicile. Res
means living in a particular locality, but domicile
means living in that locality with intent to make it a
fixed and permanent home. Residence simply requires
bodily presence as an inhabitant in a given place...

Black's Law Dictionary 1473 (4th ed. 1951).

Thus, if Mr. Mott in some sense lived in each of the two tments,
each could be termed a "residence" for purposes of FECA and the re-
gulations.

However, the Commission's regulations limit the extent of this
exception to the definition of a contribution to a candidate to
an amount not exceeding "$500 with respect to an election." Mr.
Mott states that he spent less than "the $500 ceiling" ch
event. However, the limitation of 11 C.P.R. $§100.4(b) (1) il a

ative amount not exceeding "$500 with respect to an slection”
on behalf of a candidate. Therefore, to the extent that the total
of Mr. Mott's expenses in connection with 1978 election candidate -
related activities (for any candidate) on his residential premises
exceed $500, such excess amount would constitute a "contribution”
to be included in Mr. Mott's $25,000 annual total.

Scheuer for Congress reports do disclose the two fundraisers
-one at "Home of Stewart Mott" - 122 Maryland Avenue, N.E.,
Washington, D.C."™ and one at "Suite 2403, Hampshire House, 150
Central Park South, NYC."™ The reports also disclose the $450
contribution from Mr. Mott which Mr. Mott also lists. If Mr. Mott's
"residential” expenses for Scheuer fund-raisers exceed the $500
limit by more than $550, Mr. Mott would then have also exceeded the
contribution limitation of 2 U.S.C. S§44la(a) (1) (A).

Conclusion

The correspondence from Stewart Mott, then, discloses two
possible FECA violations - exceeding the $25,000 annual contribution
limitation for 1978 and exceeding the contribution limitation of

2 U.5.C. §44la(a)(l) (A) as outlined directly above. The tally is
as follows:




Stewart Mott's total (10/78)

Claiborne Pell Pledge (Not Reported)
Return - Max Heller

Council for a Livable World (Mot m

Russ Hemenway (Reported)
Bella Abzug (Reported)
Women's Campaign Fund (Loan)
(Not Reported)
Excess Spent on "Residential®™ Fundraiser
for Jim Scheuer over $500
Total of Clear Contributions for 1978

Thus, even giving benefit of the doubt for pledges, contri-
butions and loans not reported, Mr. Mott would seem to have
exceeded the $25,000 limitation of 2 U.S5.C. §é4la(a)(3), 11 C.F.R.
$110.5 for 1978.

The Office of General Counsel, therefore, recommends that
the Commission open a MUR and investigate the precise extent to
which Stewart Rawlings Mott exceeded FECA's 225,000 annual
aggregate contribution limitation and whether he exceeded the

limitation of 2 U.5.C. §44la(a) (1) (A) in his total 1978 contri-
butions to Jim Scheuer.

Attachments

l. Referral
2. Mott/Staebler Correspondence
3. Memo to File - Public Communications




Mr. Stewart R. Hﬁtt
800 Park Avenue
New York, N.Y. 100121

RE: MUR 920

Dear Mr. Mott:

Based on information ascertainad in the mprmal course
of carrying out its supervisory responsibilities, the PFedaral
Election Commission has found rsason to believe | may
have vioclated certain provisions nlth.fl?l lecti
Campaign Act of 1971, as amsnded ("the Act"). The Commission's
investigation was generated by referral of your dance
with former Commissioner Neil 0. Stabler in which you cated
that you had committed certain violations of the Act.

Specifically, the Commission has found reason to believe
that you may have exceeded the annual aggregate contribution
limitation for calendar year 1978, 2 U.8.C. §ddlaia)(3).

11 C.F.R. §110.5. 1In addition, the Commission is imvestigating
whether your combined expenses for the two fund-raisers you
hosted for Candidate Jim Scheuer exceeded the §500 limitation
of 11 C.F.R. §100.4(b) (4). We have numbered this matter MUR 920.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate
that no action should be taken against you. Please submit any
factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to
the Commission's analysis of this matter. In particular,
please provide the Commission with the total amount of your
expenses in connection with the two Scheuer fund-raisers and
any records including cancelled checks and copies of invoices
in connection with those two events. Where appropriate, state-
ments should be submitted under oath.

Sincerely,

William C. Oldaker
General Counsel




I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary to the Federal

Election Commission, 4o hereby certify that on March Ill.'
1979, the Commission determined by a vote of 60 to
approve the recommendation; as set forth in the First
General Counsel's Report dated March 9, 1979, to defer
action pending the report for Reports Analysis.

ATTEST:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary to the Commission

Received in Office of Commission Secretary: Friday, 3-9-79, 2:38
Circulated on 48 hour vote basis: Monday, 3-12-79, 4:30




NEMOBANDUM TO: Marge REmons
FROM: Elissa T. Gacx
SUBJECT: MOR 820

Please have the attached Pirst Gemezal Counsel's
Report on MUR 920 distribdbuted to the Commission om &
48 hour tally basis.

Thank you.




SOURCE OF MUR: INTERNALLY GENERATE
RESPONDENT'S NAME: Stewart Rawlings Mott

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U.S.C. §§ 44la(a) (1) (A), 44la(a) (3);
11 c-r-ﬂ. ‘ 11“15’

-

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED:
FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED:

GENERATION OF MATTER

On February 9, 1979, the Commission determined to open a MUR to

investigate the precise extent to which Stewart Rawlings Mott exceeded
FECA's $25,000 annual aggregate contribution limitatiom, 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a) (3) and whether he exceeded the limitation of 2 U.8.C. § 44la
(a) (1) (A) in his total 1978 contributions to Jim Schener. This matter
was brought to the attention of the Commission upon a Pre-MUR referral
from Neil Staebler.

The Office of General Counsel has requested the assistance of
the Reports Analysis Division in doing a "G-Index" computer search
of contributions made by individuals named Mott. The results of
this search have not yet been sent to the Office of General Counsel.
However, when the computer data is made available, we will forward
our additional analysis to the Commission.

RECOMMENDATION

Defer action, pending the report from Reports Analysis.




TO: THE COMMISSION ‘g//. o '
FROM: WILLIAM C. OLDA ’

S ik GENERAL COUN ¥/ .* R
SUBJECT: Pre-MUR referral frgm Neil Staebler -~ Possible

125 K SIREET N.W.
WASHINGTON,D.C, 2046)

FECA Violations Reported by Stewart Rawlings Mott

On November 30, 1978, Neil Staebler referred to the Office
of General Counsel a series of correspondence between himself
and Stewart Rawlings Mott. In some of this correspondsnce,
Mr. Mott disclosed facts which he felt might represent violations
of PECA on his part. !ir. Staebler asked that the Office of General
Counsel review the correspondence "for whatever disposition you
think appropriate.”

Mr. Mott outlines four possible FECA violations:

(1) Exceeding the $25,000 annual aggregate contribution
limitation of 2 U.S.C. §44la(a) (3), 11 C.F.R. §110.5.

(2) Making a contribution in the name of another in
violation of 2 U.S.C. §441f; 11 C.F.R. §110.4(b).

(3) Not including in his computation of his yearly
contributions at least one of two fund-raisers hosted
for Jim Scheuer at two of Mr. Mott's residences - one
in N.Y City and one in D.C. Mr., Mott states that "[o]n
each event I spent less that([n] (sic) the $500 ceiling
on ‘'invitations, food and beverages.'" 2 U.S.C. §431(e)
(5)(B), 11 C.F.R. §100.4(b) (4).

(4) Paying the salaries of his staff who do political

work for him - "preparing lists of prospective donees,

keeping records and accounts on my political participation,
planning parties, advising me on who I might donate to".

Is paying said salaries a political "contribution" which
should be included in the $25,000 annual limitation? |
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Preliminary Analysis

A. $25,000 Annual Contribution Limitation

It is possible that Mr. Mott has exceed the §25,000 annuial
aggregate contribution limitation of 2 U.5.C. §44la(a)(3), 11 C.F.R.
§110.5 for the calendar year 1978, Mr. Mott's contributions to '
federal candidates for 1978, according to his own calculations,
totalled $24,950 as of October, 1978.. However, Mr. Mott's subse-
guent calculations and correspondence with Mr. Staebler disclosed
additional possible contributions totalling $4,240 as follows:

Pledge to Claiborme Pell + § 500
Return of contribution (Max Heller) - 100 |
Council for a Livable World + 100
DNC + 25 ;
RNC + 15
Russ Hemenway - + 500 (Contributions
Bella Abzug + 1,000 made in 1977
but for 1978
election)
Women's Campaign Fund * 2,200 Loan

¥

Mr. Mott is correct that the pledge to Claiborne Pell, if in the

form of a signed pledge card, is considered under FECA to be a
contribution at the time that the pledge was made. See definition

of contribution at 2 U.S.C. §431(e)(2), 11 C.F.R, §100.4(a)(3).
However, a review of reports filed on behalf of Claiborne Pell =
disclosed no such pledge from Mr. Mott and no contribution from

Mr, Mott. This would seem to indicate that the pledge was not in
writing unless the Pell reports are in error. If the pledge was

not in written form and signed by Mr. Mott, it would not count

against his 1978 $25,000 1limitation.

The $100 contribution to the Council for a Livable World
should be included in the 1978 total. However, it is interesting
to note that the reports filed by the Council for a Livable World
during 1978 do not disclose a $100 contribution from Mr. Mott.

The contributions made in 1977 to Hemenway/Abzug would also
be counted against the 1978 aggregate contribution limitation.
See 2 U.5.C. §44la(a)(3), 11 C.P.R. §110.4(b)(1). The special
party nominating convention for the 1Bth Congressional District
seat (the seat vacated by Mayor Koch) was held on January 15,
1978 and the special election was held on February 14, 1978.
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Reporte filed on behalf of Bella Abzug disclose two $500
butions from Stewart Mott in connection with the 1978 el
ona on 12/16/77 and one on 1/26/78. Russell Hemenway's
disclose a $500 contribution from Stewart R. Mott on 12 .
Therefore, this §1,500 would have to be included in Mr. Hntt'
1978 $25,000 limitation.

In addition, the loan to the Women's Campaign Fund would be
considered a contribution chargeable.to the 1978 limitation unless
the loan was paid back during 1978. However, reports of thes
Women's Campaign Fund during this period (the loan was supposedly
made on or about September 30, 1978) disclose no such loan from
Mr. Mott. Indeed, the reports state that the Fund received no
loans at all from any source and no contribution or locan from
Mr. Mott. [Reports checked were the 30 Day Post-General Blection,
the 7 Day Pre-General Election and the September Monthly.] The
Women's Campaign Pund, however, does maintain a "WCF Restricted
State and Local Account.™ If Mr. Mott's loan was depopited in
this account and not used in connection with a federal election,
it would not count against his $25,000 limitation.

B. "Gift in the Name of'nnnthnr'

The Federal Election Campaign Act prohibits a person from
making contributions in the name of another, permitting his name
to be used to effect such a contribution or accepting such a
contribution. 2 U.S8.C. §441f, 11 C.F.R. §110.4(b). Mr. Mott
asserts that since one Harold Willens paid $100 for Mr. Mott and
three friends to attend a political fund-raiser for Ron Dellums
that Mr. Willens made a "contribution in the name of another" -
to the Dellums campaign. On the contrary, it would appear from
the facts that Mr. Willens made a contribution in his own name
to the Dellums campaign and a gift to Mr. Mott. Supporting this
analysis is the fact that the Dellum reports disclose only a
$100 contribution from Harold Willens and none from Stewart Mott.
Thuis, Mr. Willens does not appear to have made a "contribution in
the name of another" - at least not in Stewart Mott's name to Ron
Dellums. Mr. Mott seems to have misinterpreted 2 U.S.C. §441f
and 11 C.F.R. §110.4(b).

C. Candidate - Related Activities on Individual's Residential
Premises - 2 U.S5.C. §431(e)(5)(B), 11 C.F.R. §100.4(b)(4).

FECA excepts from the definition of "contribution"
the use of real or personal property and the cost
of invitations, food, and beverages, wvoluntarily
provided by an individual to a candidate in renderlng
voluntary persanal services on the individual's
residential premises for candidate - related activites;
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11 C.F.R. $100.4(b) (4). -ﬂ. Mott fears that the that he
had two fund-raisers for Jim Scheuer - one at hh .c._ ome
office™ and one at his "family apartment”™ in New York Ci wuuld
take one of them out of the "residential premises" except

However, Mr. Mott is in error in his assumption that an indlvidunl
can only have one residence. Black's Law Dictionary, gquoting

a New York case states -

... & person may have two places of residence, as in
the city and country, but only one domicile. Residence
means living in a particular locality, but domicile
means living in that locality with intent to make it a
fixed and permanent home. Residence simply requires
bodily presence as an inhabitant in a given placea...

Black's Law Dictionary 1473 (4th ed. 1951).

Thus, if Mr. Mott in some sense lived in each of the two apartments,
each could be termed a "residence" for purposes of FECA and the re-
gulations.

However, the Commission's regulations limit the extent of this
exception to the definition of a contribution to a candidate to
an amount not exceeding "$500 with respect to an election.* Mr.
Mott states that he spent less than "the $500 ceiling" on each
event. However, the limitation of 11 C.F.R. §100.4(b) ) 18 a
cumurative amount not exceeding "$500 with respect to an election"
on behalf of a candidate. Therefore, to the extent that the total
of Mr. Mott's expenses in connection with 1978 election candidate -
related activities (for any candidate) on his residential premises
exceed $500, such excess amount would constitute a "contribution"”
to be included in Mr. Mott's $25,000 annual total.

Scheuer for Congress reports do disclose the two fundraisers
-one at "Home of Stewart Mott"™ - 122 Maryland Avenue, N.E.,
Washington, D.C." and one at "Suite 2403, Hampshire House, 150
Central Park South, NYC." The reports also disclose the $450
contribution from Mr. Mott which Mr. Mott also lists. If Mr. Mott's
"residential" expenses for Scheuer fund-raisers exceed the $500
limit by more than $550, Mr. Mott would then have also exceeded the
contribution limitation of 2 U.S.C. S§44la(a) (1) (a).

Conclusion

The correspondence from Stewart Mott, then, discloses two
possible FECA violations - exceeding the $25,000 annual contribution
limitation for 1978 and exceeding the contribution limitation of

2 U.S.C. §44la(a) (1) (A) as outlined directly above. The tally is
as follows:



Stewart Mott's total (10/78)

Claiborne Pell Pledge (Not

Return - Max Heller

Council for a Livable World (Not

DNC

RNC

Russ Hemenway (Reported)

Bella Abzug (Reported)

Women's Campaign Fund (Loan)
(Not Reported) '

Excess Spent on "Residential” rund:lillr

for Jim Scheuer over $500 iy
Total of Clear Contributions for 1978 7T, “_i

Thus, even giving benefit of the doubt for pledges, contri-
butions and loans not reported, Mr. Mott would seem to have
exceeded the $25,000 limitation of 2 U.S.C. Hul(l}{!}. 11 C.F.R
§110.5 for 1978.

The Office of General Counsel, therefore, recommends that
the Commission open a MUR and investigate the precise extent to
which Stewart Rawlings Mott exceeded FECA's 825,000 annual
aggregate contribution limitation and whether he exceeded the

limitation of 2 U.S.C. §44la(a) (1) (A) in his total 1978 econtri-
butions to Jim Scheuer.

Attachments

1. BReferral
2. Mott/Staebler Correspondence
3. Memo to File = Public Communications




I, Marjorie W. Emmons, mmmmw
Comsission, certify that on February 8, 1979, the Commisaion -
WWamﬂhlmwﬂuMd-ﬁ :
mmmm.mmﬂ-m“ﬂ
investigate the precise extent to which Stewart Rawlings Mokt
exceeded FECA's $25,000 annual aggregate contribution limdtatdon

and whether he exceeded the limitation of 2 U.5.C. S44la(a) (1) (A)

in his total 1978 contributions to Jim Scheuer.

Commissioners Harris, McGarry, Springer, and Thomson voted
affirmatively for the above determination; Commissioner Tiernan
dissented; Commissioner Aikens abstained from voting.

Attest:




: |  FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

TA25 K STREET NW
VUASHING TON, D.C. 20463

MEMORANDUM TO: CHARLES STEELE 052/

FROM: MARJORIE W. EMMONS

DATE : FEBRUARY 1, 1979

SUBJECT: PRE MUR 21 - Referral from Neil Staebler

Received in OC8 1-30-79

The above-named document was circulated on a

48 hour vote basis at 2:00, January 31, 1979.
Commissioner Tiernan submitted an objection

at 3:47, Pebruary 1, 1979, thereby placing the matter

on the Executive Session Agenda for Pebruary 7, 1979.




MEMORANDUM TO: MNarge Bmmons

PROM: Elissa T. Garr
SUBJECT: Fre MOR 21

Pleasehave the attached Msmo distributed to the
Commission on a 48 hour tally basis.
Thank you.
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January 30, 1579

TO: THE COMMISSION //AQ
FROM: WILLIAM C. © c
f .l-

GENERAL COUN

SUBJECT: Pre-MUR referral fr Neil Stasbler - Possible
FECA Violations Reported by Stewart Rawlings Mott

On November 30, 1978, Neil Staebler referred to the Office
of General Counsel a series of correspondence betwean himsalf
and Stewart Rawlings Mott. In some of this correspondance,
Mr. Mott disclosed facts which he felt might represent violations
of FECA on his part. HMr. Stasbler asked that the Office of Ganeral
Counsel review the correspondence "for whatever disposition you
think appropriate.

Mr. Mott outlines four possible FECA violations:

(1) Exceeding the $25,000 annual aggregate contribution
limitation of 2 U.S5.C. §44la(a) (3), 11 C.F.R. §110.5.

(2) Making a contributiomn in the name of another in
violation of 2 U.5.C. §44l1lf; 11 C.F.R. §110.4(b).

(3) Not including in his computation of his yearly
contributions at least one of two fund-raisers hosted
for Jim Scheuer at two of Mr. Mott's residences - one
in N.Y City and one in D.C. Mr., Mott states that "[o]n
each event I spent less that([n](sic) the §500, ceiling
on 'invitations, food and beverages.'®™ 2 U.B8.C. §43l(e)
(5)(B), 11 C.F.R. §5100.4(b) (4).

(4) Paying the salaries of his staff who do political

work for him - "preparing lists of prospective donees,
keeping records and accounts on my political participation,
planning parties, advising me on who I might donate to".

Is paying said salaries a political “"contribution® which
should be included in the $25,000 annual limitation?




lysis

A. $25,000 Annual Contribution Limitation

It is poesible that Mr. Mott has exceed the $25,000 annual
aggregate contribution limitation of 2 U.8.C. §44la(a)(3), 11 C.F.R.
§110.5 for the calendar year 1978. Mr. Mott's contributioms to
federal candidates for 1978, according to his own calculations,
totalled 524,950 as of October, 1978, However, Mr. Mott's subse-
quent calculations and correspondence with Mr. Staebler disclosed
additional possible contributions totalling $4,240 as follows:

Pledge to Claiborne Pell § 500

Return of contribution (Max Heller) 100

Council for a Livable World 100

DNC 25

RNC 15

Russ Hemenway 500 (Contributions

Bella Abzug 1,000 made in 1977
but for 1978
election)

Women's Campaign Fund + 2,200 Loan

Mr. Mott is correct that the pledge to Claiborne Pell, if in the
form of a signed pledge card, is considered under FECA to be a
contribution at the time that the pledge was made. See definition
of contribution at 2 U.S.C. §431(e)(2), 11 C.F.R. §100.4(a)(3).
However, a review of reports filed on behalf of Claiborne Pell
disclosed no such pledge from Mr. Mott and no contribution from
Mr, Mott. This would seem to indicate that the pledge was not in
writing unless the Pell reports are in error. 1If the pledge was
not in written form and signed by Mr. Mott, it would not count
against his 1978 $25,000 1limitation.

The $100 contribution to the Council for a Livable World
should be included in the 1978 total. However, it is interesting
to note that the reports filed by the Council for a Livable World
during 1978 do not disclose a $100 contribution from Mr. Mott.

The contributions made in 1977 to Hemenway/Abzug would also
be counted against the 1978 aggregate contribution limitation.
See 2 U.S.C. §44la(a)(3), 11 C.F.R. §110.4(b) (1). The special
party nominating convention for the 18th Congressional District
seat (the seat vacated by Mayor Koch) was held on January 15,
1978 and the special election was held on February 14, 1978.
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Reports filed on behalf of Bella Abzug disclose two $500 comntri-
butione from Stewart Mott in connection with the 1978 election -
one on 12/16/77 and one on 1/26/78. Russell Hemenway's X
disclose a §500 contribution from Stewart R. Mott on 12/5/77.
Therefore, this 51,500 would have to be included in Mr. Mott's
1978 525,000 limitation.

In addition, the loan to the Women's Campaign Fund would be
considered a contribution chargeable to the 1978 limitation unless
the loan was paid back during 1978. However, reports of the
Women's Campaign Fund during this period (the loan was supposedly
made on or about September 30, 1978) disclose no such loan from
Mr. Mott. Indeed, the reports state that the Fund received no
loans at all from any source and no contribution or loan from
Mr. Mott. |[Reports checked were the 30 Day Post-General Election,
the 7 Day Pre-General Election and the September Monthly.] The
Women's Campaign Fund, however, does maintain a "WCF Restricted
State and Local Account." If Mr. Mott's loan was deposited in
this account and not used in connection with a federal election,
it would not count against his $25,000 limitation.

B. "Gift in the Name of Another"

The FPederal Election Campaign Act prohibits a person from
making contributions in the name of another, permitting his name
to be used to effect such a contribution or accepting such a
contribution. 2 U.S.C. §441f, 11 C.F.R. §110.4(b). Mr. Mott
asserts that since one Harold Willens paid $100 for Mr. Mott and
three friends to attend a political fund-raiser for Ron Dellums
that Mr. Willens made a "contribution in the name of another"
to the Dellums campaign. On the contrary, it would appear from
the facts that Mr. Willens made a contribution in his own name
to the Dellums campaign and a gift to Mr. Mott. Supporting this
analysis is the fact that the Dellum reports disclose only a
$100 contribution from Harold Willens and none from Stewart Mott.
Thus, Mr. Willens does not appear to have made a "contribution in
the name of another” - at least not in Stewart Mott's name to Ron
Dellums. Mr. Mott seems to have misinterpreted 2 U.S.C. S441f
and 11 C.F.R. §110.4(b).

C. Candidate - Related Activities on Individual's Residential
Premises - 2 U.5.C. § e B), C.F.R. § s .

FECA excepts from the definition of "contribution"
the use of real or personal property and the cost
of invitations, food, and beverages, voluntarily
provided by an individual to a candidate in rendering
voluntary personal services on the individual's
residential premises for candidate - related activites;




2 U.B.C. §431(e) (5) (B) (Emphasis added). The -im!m--
regulations limit this exception "to the extentithat the
cumulative value of those activities by the 1n¢irldnll on b

of the candidate do not exceed $500 Iith respect to an elee

11 C.F.R. §100.4(b) (4). Mr. Mott fears that the fact that |

had two fund-raisers for Jim Scheuer - one at his "D.C. m and
office” and one at his "family apartment” in New York City = would
take one of them out of the "residential premises” except

However, Mr. Mott is in error in his assumption that an 1ndividual
can only have ocne residence. Black's Law Dictionary, quoting

a New York case states

.». @ person may have two places of residence, as in
the city and country, but only one domicile. Residence
means living in a particular locality, but domicile
means living in that locality with intent to make it a
fixed and permanent home. Residence simply requires
bodily presence as an inhabitant in a given place...

Black's Law Dictionary 1473 (4th ed. 1951).

Thus, if Mr. Mott in some sense lived in each of the two apartments,
each could be termed a "residence" for purposes of FECA and the re-
gulations.

However, the Commission's regulations limit the extent of this
exception to the definition of a contribution to a candidate to
an amount not exceeding "$500 with respect to an election." Mr.
Mott states that he spent less than "the $500 ceiling” on each
event. However, the limitation of 11 C.F.R. §100.4(b) (¥} 1= a
cumulative amount not exceeding "$500 with respect to an election”
on behalf of a candidate. Therefore, to the extent that the total
of Mr. Mott's expenses in connection with 1978 election candidate -
related activities (for any candidate) on his residential premises
exceed $500, such excess amount would constitute a "contribution"
to be included in Mr. Mott's $25,000 annual total.

Scheuer for Congress reports do disclose the two fundraisers
-one at "Home of Stewart Mott" - 122 Maryland Avenue, N.E.,
Washington, D.C." and one at "Suite 2403, Hampshire House, 150
Central Park South, NYC." The reports also disclose the $450
contribution from Mr. Mott which Mr. Mott also lists. If Mr. Mott's
"residential”™ expenses for Scheuer fund-raisers exceed the $500
limit by more than $550, Mr. Mott would then have also exceeded the
contribution limitation of 2 U.S.C. §44la(a) (1) (p).

Conclusion

The correspondence from Stewart Mott, then, discloses two
possible FECA violations - exceeding the $25,000 annual contribution
limitation for 1978 and exceeding the contribution limitation of
2 U.S.C. §44la(a) (1) (A) as outlined directly above. The tally is
as follows:




SBtewart Mott's total (10/78)
Claiborne Pell Pledge (Not Reportad)
Return - Max Heller
Council for a Livable World (Mot W‘.I
DNC
RNC
Russ Hemenway (Reported)
Bella Abzug (Reported)
Women's Campaign Fund (Loan)
(Not Reported)
Excess Spent on "Residential"™ Fundraiser
for Jim Scheuer over $500
Total of Clear Contributions for 1978

Thus, even giving benefit of the doubt for pledges, contri-
butions and loans not reported, Mr. Mott would seem to have
exceeded the $25,000 limitation of 2 U.S.C. $44la(a)(3), 11 C.F.R.
§110.5 for 1978.

The Office of General Counsel, therefore, recommends that
the Commission open a MUR and investigate the precise extent to
which Stewart Rawlings Mott exceeded FECA's §25,000 annual
aggregate contribution limitation and whether he exceeded the
limitation of 2 U.S.C. §44la(a)(l) (A) in his total 1978 contri-
butions to Jim Scheuer.

Attachments

l. Referral
2. Mott/Staebler Correspondence
3. Memo to File - Public Communications
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RE: ATTACHED CORRESPONDENCE

Attached ﬁlausn find copies of recent correspon-
dence I have had with Mr. Stewart Mott regarding
his possible involvement in violationa of the Act.

I am referring it to you for whatever disposition
you think appropriate. I will forward any additional
information I receive to your office.




Mr. Stewart R. Mottt
800 Park Avenus
" New York, New York 10021

Dear Stewart:

This refers to your letters of November 4 and 11, 1978,
concerning your involvement in possible violations of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,.
specifically the §25, ﬂﬂﬂ annual individual uuntributinn
limitation contained in 2 U.8.C. §44la(a) (3). The -
Commission appreciates and encourages your efforts to
voluntarily comply with the Act.

In order to expedite the handling of this matter, we recquest
that you compile a list of all contributions which you
believe may have placed you in violation of the $25,000
annual limitation, including any contributions to candidates
for Federal office during 1977 or 1978 which ware made

with respect to the 1978 election, as well as contributions
made during calendar year 1978 to the political committees
established and maintained by a national political party or
to any other multicandidate political committee.

Upon receipt of this information, the Commission will make
a determination as to the existence of any and all violations
of the Act.




Mr. Stewart Rawlings Mott
800 Park Averne :
New York, N. Y., 10021

Dear 3tewart:

I am delighted to have
which you suggest a lunch
items raised in our two letters.
hame 554-2289,

. ©  Mearsiile let we supply to
8o that we can advance our discussion more readily
together:

(1) You find it anomalous that the Supreme
it constitutional to limit money donations but not vo
time. Did you notice that the Court ruled that there
be no limit on independent expenditures, which it equates
with volunteer time? Its reasoning on domations is
this 1s not solely your own expression, as independent ex-
penditures on your volunteer activity would be,
other considerations which the Court spelled out
ing control, largely on the basis that money can
when many people pool it and it turms into a different thing
than when spent by an individual or when an individual con-
tributes time.

(2) You refer to the possibility that entertainers and
other professionals might contribute time which has very con-
siderable value and you ask why they shouldn't be equalized.
You will note that the Commissicn has mhde scme move in this
direction by recognizing that the commercial value of enter-
tainment, llke the commerecial value of gifts in kind, such as
works of art, be recognized as contributions.

(3) You wonder whether the weight of big givers really
conveys a sense of futility to small givers and you wonder
whether the profile of fat-cat giving in politics may resemble




fat-cat giving in philanthropy. In philanthropy, I find
that every contribution fram a big contributor stimilates
other contributors, since people are not in competitien
for the outcame but are concemed only with the general
purpose of the philanthropy. Note that in polities, there
1s campetition for the mind and political intentions of
candidates. I think there is actually less competition
than the public thinks there is and the press constantly
suggests. The impression pecple have is that candidates
can be influenced by large contributions. This is surely .
true as far as accessibility is concermed and small glvers
are well aware of this. However, large contributors are
generally not so palve that they think that they will change
a person's thinking with a check; rather, they glve checks.
to those whose thinking they agree with and hope to keep in
office. But small contributors are inclined to accept the
press version of influence and the larger the econtribution
(particularly in the days when there was no 1limit) had a
very distressing effect as I discovered in the thousands
of hours I have spent in raising money. I estimate that a
third of my time in politics has been spent ralsing money.

(4) You have done well to send my letter to Herb
Alexander. The figure of $53 million from donors of $10,000
and over in 1972 is his. These were presumably from all
sources, individuals or groups, but there were not many PACs
in 1972.

(5) Your approach to political parties is a very static
ong: they were bad in the past, therefore to hell with them.
My approach has been that they were awful in the past and
that we damed well better work on them to lmprove them.

Part of our time= when we get tozether ought to be given to

a pleture of how the Parties behaved in the period when I

first pot well acqualnted postwar., 'The [irst reforms iIn the
Democratic Party came at the 1952 conventlion when a group of

us young Turks tried to break down some of the practices and
fallad. The next wave of reform occurred when we managed to
elect Paul Butler as national chairman and he set up a camittee
on organization; we had to call it "organization" then because
reform was a dirty word. You secm to talie the present state
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of the Parties as a given; on the cont
cratic Party is very much cpen to reform
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(6) Do you visualize politics without some sort
aggregating device such as a political party? What do
do for a Party mtilamwarﬂaatimngm comes §
or one of the old ones is reformed?

I'1l lock forward with pleasure to our chance to

together.
Sincerely,

Neil Staebler




Won. Neil O. Stasbler

—=continuation of 11/4/78 letter—

Dear Weil: st : : i
_Wow! I just discovered that I'm really in desp troubls.

‘1

'mnmﬁmnmmnﬂ;z_mmmmumﬂﬂmm
vhich are substantial, and I might as well mention two others that are minor. You'll
ramembar that my 10/6/78 report totalled $24,950. Well, ons candidats, Max Heller,
ssnt back his $100 saying he didn't need or want it. That brought ma down to $24,850.
But I had forgotten a $100 amount to the Council for a Livable World; and I hadn't
bothered to list §25 to the DNC and $15 to the RNC (I like to receive their mailings),
so my presumed total was $24,990. But herewith the six transgressions:
1. The $500 pledge to Pell ménticned in my 11/4 letter.

1
2. The $100 gift on my behalf by Harold Willens to Ron Dellums.

3. In 1977 I gave $500 each to Russ Hemenway and Balla Abzug to help them seek the

18th C.D. nomination for the vacant Koch seat. Then when Bella won the nomination,

I gave her an additional $500 in January '78. Total of $1500. The young woman who
helped me prepare the 10/6/78 list, Karen Kessler, had not realized that the 51500
counted toward my 1978 ceiling of $25,000. The people who supplied her with my records,
John Hodgkin and Gertrude Myers, had not flagged the amounts. FRuss Hemenway, who sat
with me on 10/6 to plan the final donations, didn't remember it. I didn't remember it.
On a scale of 1-10, in terms of familiarity with the law and awareness of its provisions
I reckon you'd rate Russ and me at 9, John at 7, Gertrude at 5, Karen (who's new on my
staff) at 2. We're all guilty as hell. Karen didn't know the difference, being new,
but Fuss and I know the law well enough to realize that the by-election totals count
toward the calendar year totals; so we both violated the law! Incidentally, had the
by-election taken place in December 1977, there would have been no violation, right?
That sure is a funny, funny law you administer, Neil.

4. Last Friday I did a financial review of my Balance Sheet for 9/30/78 and discovered

a startling item: Accounts Receivable, Women's Campaiqn Fund: $2200. I asked my CPA §
tax advisor staffer, John Hodgkin, to explain it to me. Well, it seems that my bookeepe
Gertrude Myers, who has been a very active volunteer on behalf of tha Women's Campaign
Fund, helped run a benefit party here in NYC to raise $$5 for WCF. And, as is normal fo
groups that I support, money was advanced from my bank account to WCF as "front money" t
pay for stamps, printing bills, a paid staffer, and other miscellany to get the benefit
party under way. Subsequently, as donations flowed in for the benefit, the advanced $22
was repaid to my bank account. B2ll this took place with only a peripheral awareness on
part. Why? Because it's the normal way I help groups I support. I'm in the "business"
of philanthropy and public service and it's a very ordinary thing for me to advance mone
in that way. But OOPS, when I do it for a political committee, all of a sudden it's
illegal. I forgot. Gertrude and John Hodgkin forgot. We didn't remember that the
haunting presence of John Gardner, Common Cause, the FEC, and Supreme Court (& Congress)
were all right behind our tracks and would find the whole lot of us ILLEGAL. Damn!

I frankly didn't know about it until four days ago, I hasten to report myself and turn
myself in. Got the handcuffs ready?

5. A minor item. I gave two fund-raisers for Jim Scheuer in appreciation for all he has
done to advance the cause of population in Congress. One was at my D.C. home & office
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candidate or a committes, I'm not entitled under the law to
on this point of law, 0 you guys at the FEC leave characters
at the mercy of cur own very fallible judgements on matters of profound
what am I to do? Bhodld I have asked Scheusr to have engaged
research this fins point of law and, if no regulation exists,
Opinion back in April?

Meil, where's the spontansaity in political participation if Scheusr and Mott should hava
been chilled by the FECA in a decision to have a party which took place only 4 weeks befe
the actual avent?

6. Final minor item. My ataff works on these things. My D.C. staff, Anne Zill and Dian
Abelman, put in time on political activities. My NYC staff, Karen, Gertrude, John, plus
John Cushing, secretary, and Barry Tuxner, sometimes bartender, all put in staff time on
preparing lists of prospective donees, keeaping records and accounts qn my political
participation, planning parties, advising me on who I might donate to. Let's face it.

A lot of donors would never bother to report such pald staff time because A) their
total annual donations do not brush up against the ceiling of 525,000 per year, or R)
because they ambiguously (and fraudulently?) claim that such staff time is "voluntecred.'

Neil, I must admit te you that if we had kept records on every single time my secretary
answered a phone call or letter from a candidate that resulted in a political gift, or
every expense for a fund-raising party that fell cutside the definition of ™“invitationsa,
food and beverages" then I'd have to report scme $3-5,000 of in-kind giving not allowed
by the law.

- o e o

0K, I've come clean and bared my heart and soul and criminality. What are you going to
do about it? I've acknowledged to you that my political participation this year may
amount to some 58000 in excess of the legal limits--none of which I was consciously
aware of at the time I was doing it. Six different counts of wrong-doing.

Tell me, do you personally think there was anything wrong with my instincts and desires
to help the cause of good politics in this country? Do you think I was exercising

undue influecnce over the political process? Was I contributing to the "sense of futilit
of the small contributor? Was I engaged in any venal act of self-service? Do I deserve
to be chastised, subjected to a criminal proceeding (along with my "accomplices")? Shoul
I go to jail and/or be fined severaly?

I can't help but think there are hundreds of candidates and donors and other participant
in the political process in this country who are constantly chilled by the provisions of
the FECA and are worried continuously by possible infringements of the law. You doubtle
get dozens of "mea culpa" letters like this confessing transgressions. How do you hand
such admissions of quilt? I'm wvery curious to know.

Gimme another week or two and I'll probably think nf:"n'ther half-dozen violations.
l’_‘..._ﬁ.......,.--

I stand ready for your indictment! < -.fﬂ,‘r:u'-f--r.rh
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Ever since I "sat at your knee" ummmhmm

for Congress from Flint, I've felt that you've taken an

and my political evolution. Your November 1 latter attests to that. m:.rnu
You're a mix between a father confessor and starn rabbi!

Meil, I still £ind it odd that the Supreme Court found it constitutional that Congress
could limit donations to $1000 per candidate par slection., If Congress ware to pass
a law limiting the number of volunteer hours I might expend for tha 1980 Presidential
candidate(s), then the Court--following the Buckley-Valeo logle--would uphold the
right of Congress to write its own rules once again,

To quote your letter, "the weight of big givers...was conveying a sense of futility.”
Well, Mary Jones, the volunteer who can contribute 1000 hours to a campalgn, she has
a bigger weight and influence than I do with a §1000. So doas Jack Smith, the media
axpert, who's able to contribute his time--worth maybe $5-10,000. So what are we to
do with Mary Jones, Jack Smith, Jchn Denver, George Meany, Frank Sinatra, Billy Grahan
or even Miss Lillian? EQUALIZE THEM ALL? Cut them off at the kneps? And if Congress
wrote such rules, the Court would uphold them and you would enforce them?

As you know, Neil, so many diverse elements go inte a campaign: intelligence, humor,
integrity, eloquence, compassion, foresight, craftiness, tenacity, good health,
billboards, bumper stickers, endorsements, TV tima, editorials.........and money.
Just because money is measurable--and there's no yardstick for integrity--then it's
OK to legislate and put limits on money. By legislating/limiting money, Congress
limits TV time, xeroxing, paid staff, telephone banks, huttms-w-ry single kind of
SPEECH that costs money. ;

Yes, I think it's an OBNOXIOUS law that augurs for more and more government control
over the entire political process in America. I think that if the American public
really and truly understood the consequences of FECA'74 and its absurd body of
regulations and bureaucracy, they'd vote against it.

Neil, I appreciate your suggestion that I help promote the $1 check-off, but I promise
you there's NO WAY that I'd dream of encouraging the collection of funds that preserve
and promotes and enshrines the Democratic Party and Republican Party as the two OFFICI
political parties of the USA. MNeither can I stomach the fact that the FEC is

designed to be bi-partisan.

I am curious about your citation of $£53 millinn from donors nf $10,000+ in 197 2.

And does that figure count all political gifts or just federal campaign qifts‘*l
Without knowing the answer to this latter question, I couldn't know the denominator
against which to measure the magnitude or percentage. I'm sending a copy of your
letter (hope you don't mind) along with this reply, to Herb Alexander in the hopes
that he can give me fuller data. Or do you have it in your files?

I1'm also curious about the role of fat-cats in politics as compared to the role of
fat-cats in philanthropy. 1Is the profile of fat-cat giving in politics very much 1like
the profile of fat-cat giving in philanthropy? Or quite different? Maybe Jack Schwa
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a year or two in advance by party rules mmmm

. My anger at Larry O'Brien and Bob Btrauss for trying to ignows many of the
McGovern-Fraser rules.

. The continuing lack of "accountability” on the part of the DNC re. party finance.
Try writing to the DNC for an Annual Financial Report or nemt year's budget; you
won't get one.

. The lack of party support for George McGovern.

"The attempt by Bob Strauss to divert money from McGovern in osder to pay off
the Hubert debt.

. The refusal of the DNC to allow its Mid~Term Conference to deal with issues.

. The RNC sat on its fanny all through tha drsadful impeachment process.

Why should I--or the millions of Americans who witnessed many of these events--

have nn! respect for the two national ga.l‘till? Why should anyone bust his/her ass to
to develop reascnable/progressive platforms at the national conventions when elected
leadership ignores the platforms? I really can't see why anyone 40-or-younger who
began voting thé’ the 1960's would give a hoot or a holler about the DNC or RNC.

Having "taken you on" with these remarks, I realize that I've challenged you with
questions and comments that might take a whole book for reply. Rather than subject
you to that chore, may I instead offer to take you to lunch next time I'm in D.C.?

Finally, if you don't mind having lunch with a criminal, I must confess to you
that I'm illegal. Neil, I sent you a copy of my 10/6/78 letter summarizing my gifts
to 1978 candidates, a total of 524,950. Alas and alack, I'm illegal in two ways:

1. After sending all those checks and composing that letter, I remembered several
days later that I had been at a fund-raiser for Claiborne Pell about a year ago
and had pledged $500 to his '78 re-election; but I had never gotten around to
paying up. Since the pledge is equivalent to a contribution according to your
outrageous and ingeniocus law, I'm illegal.

. On 10/29/78 I was meeting Harold Willens in Santa Monica at the home of Tom Hayd
and Jane Fonda for a party which I knew to be a fund-raiser at $25 per person.
When I arrived, I offered a $100 bill at the door for myself and three friends.
The doorkeeper told me I didn't need to pay since Harold had paid for me. Not
until I was inside did I realize that it was a fund-raiser for Ron Dellums!

So Harold made a “gift in the name of an r n" and I accepted his kind
hospitality as my host for that weekend, so I guess we're both illegal.

Pray tell, what should I do to return to the side of the angels?

If you can't think of any way to cure my transgressions, I'll surrender at that lunch
we're going to have. Be sure to bring handcuffs!

& St
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campaign for fedaral office. ‘

I wish it could have been sant soonér--
-=and I wish it could be larger!

My decision to support you has bean based on many factors: veting record,
press reports, personal contact, and most especially by the advice of
Russ Hemenway at the National Committee for an Effective Congress ﬂ by
Carol Randles at the Women's Campalgn Fund. I serve on the Board of NCEC

and helped to found WCP. Their counsel is moat valuable to me.

P:.lnu'r considerations for me in assessing your race are:

A BANE FOREIGN AND MILITARY POLICY

THE NEED FOR WORLDWIDE CONTRACEPTIVE & ABORTION PROGRAMS
EQUAL RIGHTS FOR MEN AND WOMEN

CIVIL LIBERTIES, ESPECIALLY FREEDOM OF SPEECH

I hnp- you will continue to prove yourself a champion of the concerna
listed above; I'd be sad if you disappointed me on any of these issues.

This donation might have been larger were it not for the cbnoxious pro—-
visiona of the so-called campalgn finance "reform" laws (which you may

have favored?) which limit my total giving to a ceiling of $25,000 annually.
From the enclosed list you'll see that I'm scratching up against the "fat-cat"
ceiling and that it's a very painful decision to have to limit the simze of

my gift to you.

I hope that once you're in the 96th Congress I'll be able to help you in
many ways beyond this campaign glft. I'm active with many Washington=based
organizations which can assist you in your work:

THE FUND FOR PEACE==Center for Defense Information, Center for MNat'l.
Securities Studies, Center for Intl. Development,
In the Public Interest radio program.

PLANNED PARENTHOOD FEDERATION OF AMERICA

POPULATION INSTITUTE--Population Action Couneil
POPULATION CRISIS COMMITTEE

FUND FOR CONSTITUTIONAL GOVERNMENT--Almanac of Americnn Pnlitiﬂl. Honest
~ Gov't. Project, Military Audit Project

I'm on the Board of Directors of each of these groups and can assure you
of their cooperation with you in your committee work.

For the purpose of listing me in your FEC reports, use the address above
and list my occupation as "maverick".

e

Best wishes; I hope you win!
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10,450

Total Federal Support 524,950




FROM: Joanna Stenack-Public Comsunications
DATE: 12/5/78

I recelved a phone call from Kathy Haessler an employee of Stewat Motet.
Her phone number is 212/421-2155. She had a number of questions concerning
individual contribution limitations as well as questions mnmﬁu what
constitutes a political contribution.

Listed below are the questions she asked and a synopsis of cur discussiom on each.

1. Mr. Mott allows his office space and supplies (she believes this is corporate
business space) to be used by the Women's Campaign Fund. He bills them a rental
fee and for the supplies they use. She wanted to know if this debt, while it
is outstanding, would be considered a contribution from Mr. Mott. The Women's
Campaign Fund has payed them back and they did so in a timely manner. I told her

it would not be considered a contribution if they fnllowed the requirements set
forth in 114.9(d), which apparently they have. (I spoke with her later ia the day

and she checked with the Women C.F. and they told her they had pa'd all of those
rental fees to Mr. Mott from their State committee(Il had asked Kat» if the W.C.F.
had been reporting the money owed to Mott -as a debt for an account payable, since it
was in excess of 500, the amount being $6000). I told her this was permissable

as long as the activity that occurred then was not for Federal, otharwise it should
have been allocated. So the way things currently stand this would not be a
"contribution" in either case.

2. She and a Mr. Hobziki (sp?) (who also was on the line) read 100.4(3) and

they were under the impression that a pledge was a contribution even if it was
never called. I told them that it was a contribution as longas it was outstanding
and that it would count against contribution limits. But if the cmte. chooses

not to honor the pledge it would no longer be considered such (I doubled checked
with Judy). I told them it would be bhest to get something from the committee

in writing that they plan not to call the pledge.

3. They wanted to know if the $500 amount thar {g exempt from the contribution
definition for a party in one's own home, would apply te each home a person

owned. 1 read them 100.4(b)(4) and explained that an individual may spend up

to $500, per candidate, per election: for food, beverages etc. in connection

with a campagin related activity in his home (no matter how many homes he has!).
Anything over this amount, per cnadidate, per election, would have to be reimbursed
or considered a contribution.




$1000 contributiom for the primary held in Dec 77, made im Dec counts
against the 77 ual 25,000 limit. A contribution made in Dec. for tha
General to be held in Feb 78, will count against the 78 annual liwit.

5. Finally she read to me 100.4(a)(3)(1)(A).5he wanted to know if this was the
exemption her job would fall under. She failed to read the entire sectiom though
undar (C). She and 4 other employees are paid personally by Mr. Mott to act

as political consultants to him. They advise him on candidates and issues to
support and they alsogive fundraisers and advice tocaniidates. I told her that
any such help they give to Federal candidates would be considered an in-kind
contribution from Mr. Mott, since they are on his payroll when they do this

work and “he- : is not reimbureed by the candidates. The amount of work they

do for varipos candidates would have to be allocated. In addtion when they do
fundraisers for Federal candidates, and persms pass their checks through Mr. Mott,
he techincally should be reporting in letter form, that he is acting as a condult
according to 110.6(c)(1).

Her closing remarks were that Mr. Mott was hoping to have violated the law by
having made excessive contributions. She added that any of the possible violations:
we discussed such as the in-kinds, havel - unintentional. They were just going
through the records checking on his yearly limit and trying to figure out

how much he had actually contributed in 77 and 78.

She said that Mr. Mott hoped to be the "firat U.S. political prisoner”. She
also told me that he had written a lectter to Meil Staebler outlining all of his
activities and that he was meeting with Mr. Staebler for lunch en 12/6.

She was unaware that Mr. Staebler was no longer acting as a Commissioner.

I mentioned to her that there also could be ramifications for the candidates
who accepted thelr services without reporting or paying for them.

She was very polite and interested throughout our conversations. She saild that
Mr. Mott does not think much of the law.
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Campaign Spending: New Record Setuln 197@!

Business political sction com-
mittess in 1976 made a major new ef-
fort to influence the results of the con-
gressional elections, sccording to a
study by Common Cause.

Corporate and business trade
association political committees con.
tributed more than §7.1 million to con-
gressional candidates, a $4.6 million
Ilg_:?rem from the total they donated in
1974.

The number of businessss con-
tributing went up dramatically.

Approximately 400 corporations es-
tablished new political committess in
1975 and 1976, Adding in the groups
previously estahlished, the total
rnumber of corporations with com-
mittess was ahout 500,

These results were contained in a
maasive study of all interest group and
palitical party eontributions to 1978
congressional and presidential pri
candidates, released by the self-
described public citisens' lobbying
organization Jan, 17.

Meavor Herman Badille.

lost the mayvoral primary to Koch,

porting State Sen,

New York Special House Races

After losing narrowly In a Democratic Party convention, former Rep.
Bella 5. Abzug (1971-T7) appears to have won in court the Democratic
nomination for the House ssal vacated by New York City Mayor Edward 1.
Koch. State assemblyman Louis MNine alzo was selected at a different party
convention as the choice of party regulars to fill the House seat of Deputy

Although both districts have heavy Democratic majorities, because of
the possibility for o further appeal in Abzug's case and independent can-
didates in Nine's, neither is assured of victory in the Feb. 14 special election.

The contest to succeed Koch attracied 10 candidates who scught the en-
dorsement of 980 party committee members at o Jan. 16 convention in what
is called the Silk Stocking District on Manhattan's East Side. Abzug, who
represented the West Side for three terms, led former city councilman Carter
Burden on the first two ballots, but she did not receive the necessary ma-
jority. On the third ballot Burden was declared the winner with 50.29 per
cent of the weighted vote. But six ballots—all for Abzug—were declared in-
eligible and not included in her total.

At a court hearing Jan. 18, a state supreme court justice ruled that the
disputed hallots should be included, giving Abzug the nomination with 50.03
per cent. Burden may decide to appeal the decision.

Abzug left the House in 1976 to run for the Senate. She was narmwly
defeated in the primary by Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan. In 1977 she also

The Republican nominee ia 5. Willlam Green, a former regional director
for the Housing and Urban D--rr]-a;-mrm Department.

In the 21st District, located in the South Hronx, Democratic chairman
Patrick J. Cunningham prevailed over the Jan. 11 meeting of the Bronx
Democratic executive committee. Although Raman .
councilman, won an advisory vole of the committee members from the dis.
trict, Cunningham's choice, Nine, was chosen by the full commitiee, made
up largely of members loyal Lo the regular parly organization.

But hecause of intense intra-party rivalries, Nine will be opposed by at
least two other Democratic candidates running as independents. Badillo,
who represented this predominantly Puerto Rican district since 1971, is sup-
Raobert Garcia.
Republican and Liberal Pariv endorsements an well.

Valer, who ran against Badille in the 1976 Democratic primary, will
also be a candidate, running as an independent.

Valez, a former city

Garcia in expected to receive the
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The report showsd that
crease in businesa lminh-ul:qht .
"\l' mosl obvious example of 5 ph
trend towards increased polig.,
ing by special interest m}
groups donate |
record 8228 million to 167 .,
didates, almost twice the $12.5 "“"lhi
given in 1974,
The jump in special in
money helped finance an even iy,
inmm in total spending by ¢,
gressional candidates. In all,
penersl election candidates for K,
and Senate seats spent $99 m|||....-
their campaigns, A total of B |y,
candidates spent sbhout 561 mi,
while B4 Senate sapirants shelled .
around $38 million.

In 1974, spending in the ,
gressional general elections toralet:
million—3$45.1 million a1 House
and $28.9 million in Senate conie:

Labor

Despite the substantial incres-
spending by business groups, v
unlon political groups continued 1o
the largest source of contribus
among special interest groups. W
the largest share coming (rom
national and state Committes
Political Education (COPEs) of
AFL-CIO, labor political commit
contributed & total of $8.2 millim
candidates, a $2 million increase:
the 1974 figure.

Az in 1974, the American Me
Amsnciation (AMA) was the ler
single contributor. Political ¢
committees of the AMA gave &l
B79 in the 1976 elections, up from
millinn in 1974. Political committe
another organization of he
professionals, the American D
Assnciation, were twelfth on the i
lending contributors, giving 30

Union political commitiees
counted for six of the top doren
tributors. The COPEs were third
ing $996.910 to candidates. |
behind were the maritime W
(5979.691) and the United
Workers (5845,979),

The size of the maritime
contributions attracted El:'ll""-‘-
media interest during 19+
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BILL OLDAKER ‘ﬁf

NEIL STAEBLER w
ATTACHED CORRESPONDENCE

Attached please find copies of recent correspon-
dence I have had with Mr. Stewart Mott regarding
his possible involvement in violations of the Act.

I am referring it to you for whatever disposition
you think appropriate. I will forward any additional
information I receive to your office.




Mr. Stewart R. Mott
800 Park Avenuas
New York, New York 10021

Daar Stewart:

This refers to your latters of November 4 and 11, 1978,
concerning your involvement in possible vioclations of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,
specifically the $25,000 annual individoal contribution
limitation contained in 2 U.S.C. §44la(a)(3). The
Commission appreciates and encourages your efforts to
voluntarily comply with the Act.

In order to expedite the handling of this matter, we request
that you compile a list of all contributions which you
believe may have placed you in violation of the $25,000
annual limitation, including any contributions to candidates
for Pederal office during 1977 or 1978 which were made

with respect to the 1978 election, as well as contributions
made during calendar year 1978 to the political committees
established and maintained by a national political party or
to any other multicandidate political committee.

Upon receipt of this information, the Commission will make
a determination as to the existence of any and all violations
of the Act.

7
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Staebler
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800 Park Avenue
New York, N. Y. 10021

Dear Stewart:

I am delighted |
which you suggest a lunch at which we can talk over the many
items raised in letters. offige 523-4
hame 554-2289.
Mearsihile let me supply
8o that we can advance our discuss
together:

(1) You find it anomalous
1t constitutional to limit money donatlions bu
time. Did you notice that the Court
be no limit on independent expenditures
with volunteer time? Its reasoning
this is not solely your own expression, as
penditures on your volunteer acti
other considerations which the
ing control, largely on the basis
when many people pool it and it
than when spent by an individual or
tributes time.

(2) You refer to the possibility that entertalners
other professionals might contribute time which
siderable value and you ask why they shouldn't be equall
You will note that the Commission has made some move in t
direction by recognizing that the commercial value of ente
tairment, like the commercial value of gifts in kind, such as
works of art, be recognized as contributions.

(3) You wonder whether the weight of big givers really
conveys a sense of futility to small givers and you wonder
whether the profile of fat-cat giving in politics may resemble




fat-cat giving in philanthropy. In philanthropy, I ﬂ.lﬂ
that every contribution from a big cantributor lw
other contributors, since people are not in

for the outcame but are concerned only with the

purpose of the philanthropy. Note that in politiu'l.. there
is competition for the mind and political intentions of
candidates. I think there i1s actually less competition °
than the public thinks there is and the press constantly
suggests. The impression people have 1s that candidates
can be influenced by large contributions. This is surely
true as far as accessibllity 1s concerned and small glvers
are well aware of this. However, large contributors are
generally not so nalve that they think that they will change
a person's thinking with a check; rather, they give checks.
to those whose thinking they agree with and hope to keep in
office. But small contributors are inclined to accept the
press version of influence and the larger the contribution

(particularly in the days when there was no limit) had a
very distressing effect as I discovered in the thousands
of hours I have spent in raising money. 1 estimate that a
third of my time in politiecs has been spent ralsing money.

(4) You have done well to send my letter to Herb
Alexander. The figure of $53 million from donors of $10,000
and over in 1972 is his. These were presumably from all
sources, individuals or groups, but there were not many PACs
in 1972.

(5) Your approach to political parties is a very static
one: they were bad in the past, therefore to hell with them.
My approach has been that they were awful in the past and
that we dammed well better work on them to lmprove them.

Part of our time when we get together ought to be glven to

a pleture of how the Partles behaved in the period when I

first got well acquainted postwar. The first reforms in the
Democratic Party came at the 1952 convention when a group of

us young Turks tried to break down some of the practices and
falled. The next wave of reform occcurred when we managed to
elect Paul Butler as national chalrman and he set up a committee
on organizatlon; we had to call i1t "organization" then because
reform was a dirty word. You seem to take the present state




cratic Party is very much open to reform and
the Republican can be changed.

(6) Do you visualize polities without some sert of
aggregating device such as a political party? What do you
do for a Party until a new and satisfying one comes along
ar one of the old ones 1s reformed? '

I'1l look forward with pleasure to our chance to get

together.
Sincerely,

Neil Staebler




-=gontinuation of 11/4/78 lstter—

Dear Meil: s

Wow! I just discovered that I'm really in deep trouble.

Since writing to you on 11/4; I came across two additional viclations of the FECA
which are substantial, and I might as well mention two others that are minor. You'll
remember that my 10/6/78 report totalled $24,950. Well, one candidate, Max Heller,
gent back his $100 saying he didn't need or want it. That brought me down to $24,8%50.
But I had forgotten a $100 amount to the Council for a Livable World) and I hadn't
bothered to list $25 to the DNC and $15 to the RNC (I like to receive their mailings),
soc my presumed total was $24,990. But herewith the six transgressions:

1. The $500 pledge to Pell Mantioned in my 11/4 letter.

™ e

2. The $100 gift on my behalf by Harold Willens to Fon Dellums.

3. In 1977 I gave $500 each to Russ Hemenway and Bella Abzug to help them sesk the

18th €.D. nomination for the vacant Koch seat. Then when Bella won the nomination,

I gave her an additional $500 in January '78. Total of §1500. The young woman who
helped me prepare the 10/6/78:1ist, Karen Kesaler, had not realized that the $1500
counted toward my 1978 ceiling of $25,000. The pecple who supplied her with my records,
John Hodgkin and Gertrude Myers, had not flagged the amounts. Russ Hemenway, who sat
with me on 10/6 to plan the final donations, didn't remember it. I didn't remember it.
On a scale of 1-10, in terms of familiarity with the law and awareness of its provisions
I reckon you'd rate Russ and me at 9, John at 7, Gertrude at 5, Karen (who's new on my
staff) at 2, We're all guilty as hell. Karen didn't know the differance, being new,
but Russ and I know the law well enough to realize that the by-election totals count
toward the calendar year totals; so we both violated the law! Incidentally, had the
by-election taken place in Dacember 1977, there would have been no vioclation, right?
That sure is a funny, funny law you administer, Neil.

4., Last Friday I did a financial review of my Balance Sheet for 9/30/78 and discovered

a startling item: Accounts Receivable, Women's Campaign Fund: $2200. I asked my CPA $
tax advisor staffer, John Hodgkin, to explain it to me. Well, it seems that my bockeepe
Gertrude Myers, who has been a very active volunteer on behalf of the Women's Campaign
Fund, helped run a benefit party here in NYC to raise $5% for WCF. And, as is normal fo
groups that I support, money was advanced from my bank account to WCF as "front money" t
pay for stamps, printing bills, a paid staffer, and other miscellany to get the benefit
party under way. Subsequently, as donations flowed in for the benefit, the advanced 522
was repaid to my bank account. All this took place with only a peripheral awareness on
part. Why? Because it's the normal way I help groups I support. I'm in the "business"
of philanthropy and public service and it's a very ordinary thing for me to advance mone
in that way. But OOPS, when I do it for a political committee, all of a sudden it's
illegal. I forgot. Gertrude and John Hodgkin forgot. We didn't remember that the
haunting presence of John Gardner, Common Cause, the FEC, and Supreme Court (& Congress)
were all right behind our tracks and would find the whole lot of us ILLEGAL. Damn!

I frankly didn't know about it until four days ago. I hasten to report myself and turn
myself in. Got the handcuffs ready?

5. A minor item. I gave two fund-raisers for Jim Scheuer in appreciation for all he has
done to advance the cause of population in Congress. One was at my D.C. home & office




lsave characters
! ttars of profound
importance like this. So what I _ to have engaged
counsel 5-6 months ago to research this fine point of law and, if no regulation exists,
to have sought an Advisory Opinion back in April?

Helil, where's the spontaneity in political participation if Scheuer and Mott should have
bean chilled by the FECA in a decision to have a party which took place only 4 weeks befc
the actual event?

6. Final minor item. My staff works on these things. My D.C. staff, Anne Zill and Dian:
Abelman, put in time on political activities. My NYC staff, Karen, Gertrude, John, plus
John Cushing, secretary, and Barry Turner, sometimes bartender, all put in staff time on
preparing lists of prospective donees, keeping records and accounts on my political
participation, planning parties, advising me on who I might donate to. Let's face it.

A lot of donors would never bother to report such paid staff time because A) their
total annual donations do not brush up against the ceiling of §25,000 per year, or B)
because they ambiguously (and fraudulently?) claim that such staff time is "veolunteered.'

Neil, I must admit to you that if we had kept records on every single time my secretary
answered a phone call or letter from a candidate that resulted in a political gift, or

every expense for a fund-raising party that fell outside the definition of "invitations,
food and beverages™ then I'd have to report some $3-5,000 of in-kind giving not allowed

OK, I've come clean and bared my heart and soul and criminality. What are you going to
do about it? I've acknowledged to you that my political participation this year may
amount to some $8000 in axcess of the legal limite--none of which I was consciously
aware of at the time I was doing it. 5ix different counts of wrong-doing.

Tell me, do you personally think there was anything wrong with my instincts and desires
to help the cause of good politics in this country? Do you think I was exercising
undue influence over the political process? Was I contributing to the "sense of futilit
of the small contributor? Was I engaged in any venal act of self-service? Do I deserve
to be chastised, subjected to a criminal proceeding (along with my “accomplices")? Shoul
I go to jail and/or be fined severely?

I can't help but think there are hundreds of candidates and donors and other participant
in the political process in this country who are constantly chilled by the provisions of
the FECA and are worried continucusly by possible infringements of the law. You doubtle
get dozens of "mea culpa" letters like this confessing transgressions. How do you hand
such admissions of guilt? I'm very curious to know.

Gimme another week or two and I'll probably think nf:;ther half-dozen violations.

I stand ready for your indictment! Q?M'




Conmissioner Neil O. Stasbler
F.BE.C. 1325 KBt MWW

washington D C 20463
Dear Neil:

Ever since I "sat at your knee" eleven years ago to talk about my possible race
for Congress from Flint, I've felt that you've taken an avuncular intersst in me
and my political evolution. Your November 2 letter attests to that. Thank you!
You're a mix between a father confessor and starn rabbi!

Neil, I still find it odd that the Supreme Court found it constitutional that Congress
could limit donations to $1000 per candidate per electicn. If Congress were to pass
a law limiting the number of volunteer hours I might expend for the 1980 Presidential
candidate(s), then the Court--following the Buckley-Valeo logic--would uphold the
right of Congress to write its own rules once again.

To guote your letter, "the weight of big givers...was conveying a sense of futility.”
Well, Mary Jones, the volunteer who can contribute 1000 hours to a campaign, she has
a bigger weight and influence than I do with a $1000. BSo does Jack Smith, the media
expert, who's able to contribute his time--worth maybe $5-10,000. So what are we to
do with Mary Jones, Jack Smith, Jochn Denver, George Meany, Frank Sinatra, Billy Grahan
or even Miss Lillian? EQUALIZE THEM ALL? Cut them off at the knees? And if Congress
wrote such rules, the Court would uphold them and you would enforce them?

As you know, Nell, so many diverse elements go into a campaign: intelligence, humor,
integrity, eloquence, compassion, foresight, craftiness, tenacity, good health,
billboards, bumper stickers, endorsements, TV time, editorials.........and money.
Just because money is measurable--and there's no yardstick for integrity--then it's
OK to legislate and put limits on money. By legislating/limiting money, Congress
limits TV time, xeroxing, paid staff, telephone banks, buttons--every single kind of
SPEECH that costs money. '

¥Yes, I think it's an OBNOXIOUS law that augurs for more and more government control
over the entire political process in America. I think that if the American public
really and truly understood the consequences of FECA'74 and its absurd body of
requlations and bureaucracy, they'd vote against it.

Neil, I appreciate your suggestion that I help promote the $1 check-off, but I promise
you there's NO WAY that I'd dream of encouraging the collection of funds that preserve
and promotes and enshrines the Democratic Party and Republican Party as the two OFFICI
political parties of the USA. Neither can I stomach the fact that the FEC is
designed to be bi-partisan.

I am curious about your citation of $53 million from donors of 510,000+ in 1972.
Those are all from individuals? WNone from PAC's or multi-candidate groups like NCEC?
And does that figure count all political gifts or just federal campaign gifts?
Without knowing the answer to this latter question, I couldn't know the denominator
against which to measure the magnitude or percentage. I'm sending a copy of your
letter (hope you don't mind) along with this reply, to Herb Alexander in the hopes
that he can give me fuller data. Or do you have it in your files?

I'm also curious about the role of fat-cats in politics as compared to the role of
fat-cats in philanthropy. Is the profile of fat-cat giving in politics very much like
the profile of fat-cat giving in philanthropy? Or quite different? Maybe Jack Schwa:




"8 C. 8. Mott can give §15,0007

mmmtmrﬂm:mmqpnw 37
education in the Im'-ﬂlﬂn‘lhlh_ﬂiﬂﬁ’. mm

mmuumlumummtmm _
policiss of LBJ. e
wdilmq—thmMMImthﬂﬂﬂﬂ
a year or two in advance by party rules for delegate selection.
mm.tumu'lﬂmmdmnmu!nrtrﬂnhlmmrduu
McGovern-Fraser rules.

. The continuing lack of "accountability” on the part of the DNC re. party finance.
Try writing to the DNC for an Annual Financial Report or next year's budget; you
won't get one.

The lack of party support for George MWoGovern.

6. The attempt by Bob Strauss to divert money from NeGovern in order to pay off
the Hubert debt.

7. The refusal of the DNC to allow its Mid-Term Conference to deal with issues.

B. The RNC sat on its fanny all through the dreadful impeachment process.

Why should I--or the millions of Americans who witnessed many of these events--

have any respect for the two national ties? Why should anyone bust his/her ass to
to deve reascnable/progressive pla at the national conventions when elected

leadership ignores the platforms? I really can't see why anyone 40-or-younger who
began voting tié’ the 1960's would give a hoot or a hollsr about the DNC or RNC.

Having “taken you on" with these remarks, I realize that I've challenged you with
questions and comments that might take a whole book for reply. Rather than subject
you to that chore, may I instead offer to take you to lunch next time I'm in D.C.?

Finally, if you don't mind having lunch with a criminal, I must confess to you

that I'm illegal. Neil, I sent you a copy of my 10/6/78 letter summarizing my gifts
to 1978 candidates, a total of 5$24,950. Alas and alack, I'm illegal in two ways:

1. After sending all those checks and composing that letter, I remembared several
days later that I had been at a fund-raiser for Claiborne Pell about a year ago
and had pledged $500 to his '78 re-election; but I had never gotten around to
paying up. Since the pledge is equivalent to a contribution according to your
outragecus and ingeniocus law, I'm illegal.

. On 10/29/78 I was meeting Harold Willens in Santa Monica at the home of Tom Hayd
and Jane Fonda for a party which I knew to be a fund-raiser at $25 per person.
When I arrived, I offered a 5100 bill at the door for myself and three friends.
The doorkeeper told me I didn't need to pay since Harold had paid for me. Not
until I was inside did I realize that it was a fund-raiser for Ron Dellums!

So Harold made a "gift in the name of another person™ and I accepted his kind
hospitality as my host for that weekend, so I guesa we're both illﬂnl.

Pray tell, what should I do to return to the side of the angels?

If you can't think of any way to cure my transgressions, I'll surrender at that lunch

we're going to have. Be sure to bring handcuffs!
e
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campaign for federal offica.

I wish it could have been sent sconer—--
==and I wish it could be larger!

My decision to support you has been based on many factors: voting recend,
press reports, personal contact, and most especially by the advice of
Russ Hemenway at the National Committee for an Effective Congress and by
Carcl Randles at the Women's Campaign Fund. Iummthimddm
and helped to found WCF. Their counsel is most valuable to me.

Primary considerations for me in assessing your race ares

A BANE FOREIGN AND MILITARY POLICY

THE NEED FOR WORLDWIDE CONTRACEPTIVE & ABORTION PROGRAMS
EQUAL RIGHTS FOR MEN AND WOMEN

CIVIL LIBERTIES, ESPECIALLY FREEDOM OF SPEECH

I hope you will continue to prove yourself a champion of the concezrns
listed above; I'd be sad if you disappointed me on any of these issusa.

This donation might have been larger were it not for the obmoxious pro-
visions of the so-called campaign finance “"reform"™ laws (which you may

have favored?) which limit my total giving to a ceiling of $25,000 apnually.
From the enclesed list you'll see that I'm scratching up against the "fat-cat"
ceiling and that it's a very painful decision to have to limit the sise of

my gift to you.

I hope that once you're in the 96th Congress I'll be able to help you im
many ways beyond this campaign gift. I'm active with many Washington-bassd
organizations which can assist you in your work:

THE FUND FOR PEACE--Center for Defense Information, Center for Mat'l.
Securities Studies, Center for Intl. Development,
In the Public Interest radio program.

PLANNED PARENTHOOD FEDEFATION OF AMERICA

POPULATION INSTITUTE--Population Action Council

POPULATION CRISIS COMMITTEE

FUND FPOR CONSTITUTIONAL GOVERNMENT--Almanac of American Politics, Honest

Gov't. Project, Military Audit Project

I'm on the Board of Directors of each of these groups and can assure you
of their cooperation with you in your committee work.

For the purpose of listing me in your FEC reports, use the address above
and list my occupation as "maverick".

=

e

Best wishes; I hope you win! ——
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Total HOUSE $10,450

Total Federal Support $24,950
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