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(3) Exempted by other (8) Banking
statute Information
(4) Trade secrets and (9) Well Information
commercial or : (geographic or
"”,’ financial information geophysical)
(5) Internal Documents

FEC 9-21-77




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
MUR 1868
Lewis E. Lehrman
New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman
Citizens for the Republic
Arthur 8. Dellinger, Jr.,
as treasurer
Sullivan for Senate
Joseph M. Sussillo,
as treasurer

NP W W N W’ WP P P P P

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, Secretary of the Federal

Election Commission, do hereby certify that on March 22,

1985, the Commission decided by a vote of 5-0 to take ,

the following actions in MUR 1868:

l. Find no reason to believe that
Lewis E. Lehrman or New Yorkers
for Lew Lehrman violated 2 U.S.C.
§ 44la(a) (1) (p).

Find no reason to believe that
Sullivan for Senate and Joseph M.
Sussillo, as treasurer, violated
2 U.S.C. § 44la(f).

Find no reason to believe that
Citizens for the Republic and
Arthur S. Dellinger, Jr., as
treasurer, violated 11 C.F.R.
§ 110.6 (e) .

Find no reason to believe that
Lewis E. Lehrman, New Yorkers

for Lew Lehrman, Citizens for

the Republic and Arthur S.
Dellinger, Jr., as treasurer,

or Sullivan for Senate and Joseph M.
Sussillo, as treasurer, violated

2 U.s.C. § 441f.

(Continued)




MUR 1868 ‘
Certification

General Counsel's Report
Signed March 19, 1985

Find no reason to believe that
Sullivan for Senate and Joseph M.
Sussillo, as treasurer, violated

2 U.8.C. 8§ 434(b) (3) and 434(b) (4).

Find no reason to believe that New
Yorkers for Lew Lehrman violated
2 U.S.C. 8§ 433(a) and 434(a).
Close the file.
Approve the letters attached to the
General Counsel's Report signed
March 19, 1985.
Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Harris, McDonald and

McGarry voted affirmatively in this matter; Commissioner

Reiche did not cast a vote.
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Attest:

3-25-#5 AQB»L;. C. Ravser—

e/~ e o
Date 4f./L, rjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

850405
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85040523371

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

April 12, 1985

Whitney North Seymour, Jr.
100 Park Avenue, Room 2606
New York, New York 10017

Re: MUR 1868

Dear Mr. Seymour:

Enclosed please find the General Counsel's Report which
was inadvertently omitted from our letter of March 29, 198S5.
I apologize for any inconvenience this may have caused.

If you have any questions, please contact Jonathan Levin,
the attorney assigned to the matter, at (202) 523-4000.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Couns

:Kenneth A.
Associate

ross
neral Counsel

Enclosure




BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION - .

In the Matter of R T o cd

Levwis E. Lehrman
New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman

Citizens for the Republic
Arthur S, Dellinger, Jr., as treasurer

Sullivan for Senate
Joseph M. Sussillo, as treasurer

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

GERERAL COUNSEL'S QBPOR! !aE!ﬂgI‘|‘ﬂE
I. BACKGROUND

On December 20, 1984, the Office of the General Counsel
received a complaint from Mufiel F., Siebert and Whithey North
Seymour, Jr., two unsuccessful candidates for the New York
Republican Senatorial nomination in 1982, against Lewis E.
Lehrman and New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman, Mr. Lehrman's 1982
gubernatorial camraign committee., The complaint centers around
an allegation that "respondents caused approximately 361,000
mailing labels addressed to 427,000 Republican Primary Voters
(sic) in New York State to be made available as an in-kind
contribution" to Sullivan for Senate ("the Sullivan Committee®)
in violation of the § 44la limits. Complainants also claim that
"in order to conceal the true source and value of such in-kind
contribution,” Lehrman's committee contributed the labels through
a conduit, Citizens for the Republic ("CFTR"), a California-based
multicandidate committee, "in violation of the provisions of
11 C.F.R. § 110.6." Complainants allege that such violations
were knowing and willful.

Complainants enclosed documents which they allege "give rise

to complainants' belief" in the truth of their claims. These
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documents include: (1) a "Lehrman Governor Campaign Report"
describing efforts by Lehrman volunteers to complete a statewide
voter list known as a "Prime Voters List" by July 15, 1982; (2) a
May, 1982, price list from Election Computer Services, Inc.
containing a listing for "Prime Voter Lists" at $31 per thousand;
(3) a number of newspaper articles teferring'io the Sullivan
campaign's mailing list, including an a&ticle referring to a
mailing to "more thar 427,000 Republicans around the state;" (4)
Conservative Party pre-primary literature displaying Lehrman's
endorsement of Sullivan; (5) copies of mailing panels from both
the Sullivan campaign and the Lehrman campaign showing the
similarity in the composition of the labels; and (6) schedules A
and B of the Sullivan for Senate Pre-Primary Report disclosing a
$3,368.85 in-kind contribution of mailing labels from CFTR to
Sullivan for Senate on August 20, 1984; A review by this Office_
of CFTR's September, 1982, Report also disclosed an in-kind
contribution from CFTR to the Sullivan Committee on August 20,
1982,

A response from counsel for CFTR was received on January 23,
1985. A reply from counsel for Mr. Lehrman and the Lehrman
Committee was received on January 28. No reply was received from
the Sullivan Committee.

CFTR denies ever participating as a conduit for
contributions to Sullivan for Senate. It further denies ever
making a "transfer to any group or committee, including the
Sullivan for Senate Committee, at the request of Lewis E. Lehrman

or New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman."”
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CFTR contends that the comélainants have drawn invalid
conclusions from the documents and newspaper articles used as a
basis for their complaint.

CFTR states that the $3,368.85 in-kind contribution of
mailing labels which Sullivan for Senate reported receiving came
from chR. This contribution, according to CPTﬁ, consisted of
“22,459 pre-printed ‘'4-up Cheshire Lab{ls' valued at $150 per
thousand.® CFTR asserts that the labels were “developed solely
by CFTR" and were tendered to the Sullivan for Senate committee
as an in-kind contribution and were accompanied by CFTR's
standard tender agreement." According to the affidavit of Paul
M. Foley, CFTR's Assistant Director and the person in charge of
the committee's direct mail operations, this contribution "was
not made at the suggestion of Lewis E. Lehrman or New Yorkers for
Lew Lehrman, but rather was made in the normal course of CFTR's
activities as a multi-candidate political committee."™ Mr. Foley
states that CFTR received nothing of value from Mr. Lehrman or

his committee prior to or during 1982. */ Mr. Foley states that
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CFTR's records do indicate a receipt of a $5,000 contribution
from Mr. Lehrman on July 27, 1983, but that this was "in no way
related"” to CFTR's contribution to the Sullivan committee.
Finally, Mr. Foley asserts that he has examined the mailing

labels attached to the complaint and has concluded "that such

*/ A computerized run of a G index by the Data Division for
1982 revealed no contributions by Mr. Lehrman to CFTR.
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labels were not part of the 22,459 labels contributed to Sullivan
for Senate, and moreover, none of the names set forth on those
exhibits is contained in CPTR's mailing lists."

Counsel for Mr. Lehrman and New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman
responded by discussing the three “"allegations" contained in the
complaint and by addressing the issue of thd’btobativc value of
each exhibit. Counsel states that theiLehrman committee “"may
have had ownership of a list of voters who voted in Republican
primaries, but made r.o contribution of any such list or labels
reflective of such list directly or indirectly to the Sullivan
campaign.”™ Counsel states that his clients would have no
knowledge or information as to the "second" allegation, i.e.,
that the value of the labels exceeded $1,000. Based upon the
denial that any such contribution was made, counsel denies the
"third" allegation, i.e., that his clients attempted to conceal
the source and value of the contribution through the use of CFTR;

Counsel proceeds to analyze each exhibit chronologically.
The first exhibit to appear chronologically was the price list
from Election Computer Services, Inc. Counsel presumes that this
list was exhibited to establish what complainants considered to
be the "fair market value" of the list in question. Counsel
contends that, assuming this was the same list used by the
Lehrman Committee, it does not take into account the likely
diminution in value of this type of "time-sensitive®™ list offered
four months before the alleged contribution and five months
before the primary. Counsel also states that this exhibit does

show "that as early as May, 1982 - several months before even the




partial compietion of any primafy voters list to be developed by
Respondent-New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman-a Prime Voters List was

available :zom at least one private label-list vendor to those
willing to purchase it," and that this list was purchasable by
anyone. (Emphasis included),. .

Counsel discusses the newspaper article -exhibits, stating
that they make references to a substanﬁ}al statewide mailing list
in the possession of the Sullivan campaign. Counsel states that
these articles assert nothing relevant to the Lehrman campaign.
Counsel further notes that, thle one of the articles refers to
the Sullivan mailing list as a list of 563,253 Republicans who
voted in the party's 1980 Senate primary, the New Yorkers for Lew
Lehrman list was not merely a list of Republican voters in the
1980 Senate primary.

In referring to the Conservative Party pre-primary
literature, counsel states that there was "no nexus shown, or
even intimated between this exhibit and Respondents.®” Counsel

further states that his clients 'dehy knowledge or information
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sufficient to form a belief as to the existence or distribution
of the flyer."

Counsel discusses the exhibit displaying the mailing labels
by stating that the labels "were similar -- but in no case
identical."” Counsel points out that the complaint ignores a
number of possibilities, i.e., that the labels could have been
bought from the same vendor, that they could have been bought

from vendors with similar software programs or hardware for
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generating labels, or that the labels looked similar because
there are only a limited number of ways to type a name and
address on a label.

I1. LEGAL ANALYSIS

The complaint alleges violations of a number of sections of
the Act and Regulations. By alleging that the true source of the
contribution to the Sullivan Committee'@us Lewis E. Lehrman
and/or New Yorkers for lew Lehrman, complainants are asserting
that Mr. Lehrman or the Lehrman committee violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(a) (1) (A) which prohibits a person from contributing over
$1,000 per election to a candidate or his or her committee. The
complainants are also asserting that the Sullivan Committee
violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(f) which prohibits knowing acceptance of
contributions madz in violation of the provisions of 2 U.S.C.

§ 441la.

Complainants' allegations against CFTR are intended to
pertain to the duty of an intermediary or conduit of an earmarked
contribution under 11 C.F.R. § 110.6(e) to report the original
source and intended recipient. The allegations address a
situation involving an in-kind contribution, rather thah a
deposit of a chéck with one committee which then transmits the
check to the intended recipient. The situation alleged in this
matter appears more closely akin to a contribution by Mr. Lehrman
or his committee in the name of CFTR, a contribution in violation

of 2 U.S.C. § 441f which prohibits making a contribution in the
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name of another, knowingly pormitting one's name tO be used to
effect such a contribution, and knowingly accepting such a
contribution. '

Complainants' allegations also apply to the Act's.
tegistraﬁion and reporting requirements. According to the
complaint, Sullivan for Senate failed to repdrt the real
contributor of the mailing labels and,ithetetore, would be in
violation of the reporting requirements of 2 U.5.C. § 434(b) (3)
and (4). Additionally, New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman, by making a
contribution in excess of $l;000 would be required to register
and report as a political committee. 1Its failure to do so, if
such a contribution were made, would be a violation of 2 U.S.C.
§§ 433(a) and 434 (a).

A review of the complaint, the exhibits attached to the
complaint, and the replies to the complaint indicate that there is
no convincing evidence that the contribution described by the
complaint took place. Complainants have taken a number of
newspaper articles discussing eithet Lehrman campaign lists or
Sullivan campaign lists, a number of mailing labels bearing some
similarity to each other, the use of what can be assumed to be a
common name, i.e., "Prime Voters List," the fact that Mr. Lehrman
endorsed Mrs. Sullivan and a report of a contribution of mailing
labels by CFTR to Sullivan for Senate and have developed a
scenario for an excessive in-kind contribution made

surreptitiously.
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The newspaper articles reveal only that each campaign had
sizeable and presumably valuable lists. The explanation from Mr.
Lehrman's counsel as to the labels is logical and the labels are
not particularly probative as evidence. Respondents have based
their allegation as to the number of Republicans contacted, i.e.,
427,000, upon a reference to a Sullivan campaign mailing in a
newspaper article printed on the day aﬁ?er the Republican primary
election, rather than upon any primary source. No source is
apparent for the allecation that there were 361,000 labels for
these mailings. The price list from Election Computer Services,
Inc. issued in May, 1982, was enclosed apparently to prove th#t
the in-kind contribution was undervalued. There appears to be no
evidence, however, linking the company's "Prime Voter Lists®” with
the Lchrman campaign's "Prime Voters List" compilation project
which was still in progress in July, 1982.

Based on the foregoing analysis, the Office of the General
Counsel recommends that the Commission find no reason to believe
that any provision of the Act or Regulations was violated.

I1I. RECOMMENDATIONS

115 Find no reason to believe that Lewis E. Lehrman or'New
Yorkers for Lew Lehrman violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a) (1) (A).
2. Find no reason to believe that Sullivan for Senate and

Joseph M. Sussillo, as treasurer, violated 2 U.53.C. § 44la(f).
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3. PFind no reason to believe that Citizens for the Republic and
Arthur 8. Dellinger, Jr., as treasurer, violated 1l C,F.R.

§ 110.6(e).

4. Find no reason to believe that Lewis E. Lehrman, New Yorkers
for Lew Lehrman, Citizens for the Republic and Arthur S.
Dellinger, Jr., asit:easurer, or Sullivan foE'Senate and Joseph M.
Sussillo, as treasurer, violated 2 o.sib. § 441€F.

S. Find no reason to believe that Sullivan for Senate and
Joseph M, Sussillo, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 434(b) (3)
and 434 (b) (4).

€. Find no reason to believe that New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman
violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 433(a) and 434 (a).

Vas Close the file.

8. Approve the attached letcers.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

é(t/‘%/?é% /g /fff)/ o Kenneth A. G (s

Associate General Counsel

Attachments

X. Reply from counsel from CFTR, received on January 23, 1985

2. Reply from counsel for Lewis E. Lehrman and New Yorkers for
Lew Lehrman, received on January 28, 1985

35 Proposed letters to respondents

43

Proposed letters to complainants
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGCTON, D.C. 20463

March 29, 1985

Frank Trotta, Jr., Esquire
24 North Avenue
New Rochelle, New York 10805

Re: MUR 1868
Lewis E. Lehrman
New Yorkersg for Lew Lehrman

Dear Mr. Trotta:

On December 31, 1984, the Commission notified your clients,
Lewis E. Lehrman and New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman, of a complaint
alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission, on March 22, 1985, determined that, on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents and you, there is no reason to
believe that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction
has been committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file

in this matter. This matter will become a part of the public
record within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

(&
Associate Geneyal Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

March 29, 1985

Ronald E. Robertson, Esquire
440 First Street, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20001

Re:  MUR 1868
Citizens for the Republic ("CFTR")

Dear Mr. Robertson:

On December 31, 1984, the Commission notified your client,
CFTR, of a complaint alleging violations of certain sections of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission, on March 22, 1985, determined that, on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents and you, there is no reason to
believe that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction
has been committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file
in this matter. This matter will become a part of the public
record within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Associate Generdl Counse




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

March 29, 1985

Joseph M., Sussillo, Treasurer
Sullivan for Senate

437 Bay Ridge Parkway
Brooklyn, New York 11209

Re: MUR 1868
Sullivan for Senate
Joseph M, Sussillo, Treasurer

Dear Mr. Sussillo:

On December 31, 1984, the Commission notified Sullivan for
Senate and you, as treasurer, of a complaint alleging violations
of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as amended.

The Commission, on March 22, 1985, determined that, on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents, there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

Kenneth A. Grgss
Associate Gereral Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON.D.C. 20463

March 29, 1985

Muriel F. Siebert
435 East 52nd Street
New York, New York 10028

Re: MUR 1868

Dear Ms. Siebert:

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allegations
of your complaint dated December 20, 1984, and determined that,
on the basis of the information provided in your complaint and
information provided by the respondents, there is no reason to
believe that a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended, ("the Act") has been committed. Accordingly,
the Commission has decided to close the file in this matter. The
Federal Election Campaign Act allows a complainant to seek
judicial review of the Commission's dismissal of this action.

See 2 U.S.C. § 437g{a) (8).

Should additional information come to your attention which
you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a
complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 U.S.C.
§ 437g(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R. § 111.4.
Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

By 5
Associate Genéral Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

March 29, 1985

Whitney North Seymour, Jr.
100 Park Avenue, Room 2606
New York, New York 10017

Re: MUR 1868
Dear Mr. Seymour:

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allegations
of your complaint dated December 20, 1984, and determined that,
on the basis of the information provided in your complaint and
information provided by the respondents, there is no reason to
believe that a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended, ("the Act") has been committed. Accordingly,
the Commission has decided to close the file in this matter. The
Federal Election Campaign Act allows a complainant to seek
judicial review of the Commission's dismissal of this action.

See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (8).

Should additional information come to your attention which
you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a
complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 U.S.C.
§ 437g(a)(l) and 11 C.F.R. § 111.4.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

B Kenneth A. Grogs
Associate General Counsel

-

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

Frank Trotta, Jr., Bsquire
24 North Avenue
New Rochelle, New York 10805 )7

Re: MUR 1868 3,97’85
Lewis E. Lehrman
New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman

Dear Mr. Trotta:

On December 31, 1984, the Commission notified your clients,
Lewis E. Lehrman and New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman, of a complaint
alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission, on March , 1985, determined that, on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents and you, there is no reason to
believe that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction
has been committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file
in this matter. This matter will become a part of the public
record within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20463

Ronald E. Robertson, Esquire
440 First Street, N.W. ap

7
Washington, D.C. 20001
A 2 /25088
Re: MUR 1868

Citizens for the Republic ("CFTR")

Dear Mr. Robertson:

On December 31, 1984, the Commission notified your client,
CFTR, of a complaint alleging violations of certain sections of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission, on March ¢+ 1985, determined that, on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents and you, there is no reason to
believe that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction
has been committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file
in this matter. This matter will become a part of the public
record within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

85040523387

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

Joseph M. Sussillo, Treasurer
Sullivan for Senate

437 Bay Ridge Parkway
Brooklyn, New York 11209

Re: MUR 1868 /]3/-’??/9f

Sullivan for Senate
Joseph M, Sussillo, Treasurer

Dear Mr. Sussillo:

On December 31, 1984, the Commission notified Sullivan for
Senate and you, as treasurer, of a complaint alleging violations
of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as amended.

The Commission, on March . 1985, determined that, on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents, there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

85040523388

By: Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

Muriel F, Siebert
435 East 52nd Street
New York, New York 10028 ‘g‘

Re: MUR 1868 Jf o2

Dear Ms. Siebert:

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allegations
of your complaint dated December 20, 1984, and determined that,
on the basis of the information provided in your complaint and
information provided by the respondents, there is no reason to
believe that a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended, ("the Act") has been committed. Accordingly,
the Commission has decided to close the file in this matter. The
Federal Election Campaign Act allows a complainant to seek
judicial review of the Commission's dismissal of this action.

See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (8).

Should additional information come to your attention which
you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a
complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 U.S.C.
§ 437g(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R. § 111.4.

Sincerely,

Charles N, Steele
General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

Whitney North Seymour, Jr.

100 Park Avenue, Room 2606

New York, New York 10017 ‘59
7

MUR 1868 ()j 32

Dear Mr. Seymour:

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allegations
of your complaint dated December 20, 1984, and determined that,
on the basis of the information provided in your complaint and
information provided by the respondents, there is no reason to
believe that a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended, ("the Act") has been committed. Accordingly,
the Commission has decided to close the file in this matter. The
Federal Election Campaign Act allows a complainant to seek
judicial review of the Commission's dismissal of this action.

See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (8).

Should additional information come to your attention which
you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a
complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 U.S.C.
§ 437g(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R. § 111.4.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of
Lewis E, Lehrman
New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman

Citizens for the Republic
Arthur 8. Dellinger, Jr., as treasurer

Sullivan for Senate
Joseph M. Sussillo, as treasurer

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT

I. BACKGROUND

On December 20, 1984, the Office of the General Counsel
received a complaint from Muriel F., Siebert and Whitney North
Seymour, Jr., two unsuccessful candidates for the New York
Republican Senatorial nomination in 1982, against Lewis E.
Lehrman and New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman, Mr. Lehrman's 1982
gubernatorial campaign committee. The complaint centers around
an allegation that "respondents caused approximately 361,000
mailing labels addressed to 427,000 Republican Primary Voters
(sic) in New York State to be made available as an in-kind
contribution®™ to Sullivan for Senate ("the Sullivan Committee")
in violation of the § 44la limits. Complainants also claim that
"in order to conceal the true‘éource and value of such in-kind
contribution,” Lehrman's committee contributed the labels through
a conduit, Citizens for the Republic ("CFTR"), a California-based
multicandidate committee, "in violation of the provisions of
11 C.F.R., § 110.6." Complainants allege that such violations
were knowing and willful.

Complainants enclosed documents which they allege “"give rise

to complainants' belief" in the truth of their claims. These
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documents include: (1) a "Lehrman Governor Campaign Report"
describing efforts by Lehrman volunteers to complete a statewide
voter list known as a "Prime Voters List" by July 15, 1982; (2) a
May, 1982, price list from Election Computer Services, Inc.
containing a listing for "Prime Voter Lists" at $31 per thousand;
(3) a number of newspaper articles referring to the Sullivan
campaign's mailing list, including an article referring to a
mailing to "more than 427,000 Republicans around ‘the state;" (4)
Conservative Party pre-primary literature displaying Lehrman's
endorsement of Sullivan; (5) copies of mailing panels from both
the Sullivan campaign and the Lehrman campaign showing the
similarity in the composition of the labels; and (6) schedules A
and B of the Sullivan for Senate Pre-Primary Report disclosing a
$3,368.85 in-kind contribution of mailing labels from CFTR to
Sullivan for Senate on August 20, 1984. A review by this Office
of CFTR's September, 1982, Report also disclosed an in-kind
contribution from CFTR to the Sullivan Committee on August 20,
1982,

A response from counsel for CFTR was received on January 23,
1985. A reply from counsel fo} Mr. Lehrman and the Lehrman
Commjittee was received on January 28. No reply was received from
the Sullivan Committee.

CFTR denies ever participating as a conduit for
contributions to Sullivan for Senate. It further denies ever
making a "transfer to any group or committee, including the
Sullivan for Senate Committee, at the request of Lewis E. Lehrman

or New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman.”
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CFTR contends that the complainants have drawn invalid
conclusions from the documentzs and newspaper articles used as a
basis for their complaint.

CPTR states that the $3,368.85 in-kind contribution of
mailing labels which Sullivan for Senate reported receiving came
from CFTR. This contribution, according to CPFTR, consisted of
22,459 pre-printed '4-up Cheshire Labels' valued at $150 per
thousand." CFTR asserts that the labels were "developed solely
by CFTR" and were tendered to the Sullivan for Senate committee
as an in-kind contribution and were accompanied by CFTR's
standard tender agreement." According to the affidavit of Paul
M. Foley, CFTR's Assistant Director and thg person in charge of
the committee's ditect mail operations, this conttibﬁtion *was
not made at the suggestion of Lewis E. Lehrman or New Yorkers for
Lew Lehrman, but rather was made in the normal course of CFTR's
activities as a multi-candidate political committee." Mr. Foley
states that CFTR received nothing of value from Mr. Lehrman or
his committee prior to or during 1982. */ Mr. Foley states that
CFTR's records do indicate a receipt of a $5,000 contribution
from Mr. Lehrman on July 27,‘1983. but that this was "in no way
related” to CFTR's contribution to the Sullivan committee.
Finally, Mr. Foley asserts that he has examined the mailing

labels attached to the complaint and has concluded "that such

*/ A computerized run of a G index by the Data Division for
1982 revealed no contributions by Mr. Lehrman to CFTR.
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labels were not part of the 22,459 labels contributed to Sullivan
for Senate, and moreover, none of the names set forth on those
exhibits is contalnqd in CFTR's mailing lists."

Counsel for Mr. Lehrman and New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman
responded by discussing the three “"allegations" contained in the
complaint and by addressing the issue of the probative value of
each exhibit. Counsel states that the Lehrman committee “"may
have had ownership of a list of voters who voted in Republican
primaries, but made no contribution of any such list or labels
reflective of such list directly or indirectly to the Sullivan
campaign.”™ Counsel states that his clients would have no
knowledge or information as to the "second" allegation, i.e.,
that the value of the labels exceeded $1,000. Based upon the
denial that any such contribution was made, counsel denies the
"third"” allegation, i.e., that his clients attempted to conceal
the source and value of the contribution through the use of CFTR.

Counsel proceeds to analyze each exhibit chronologically.
The first exhibit to appear chronologically was the price list
from Election Computer Services, Inc. Counsel presumes that this
list was exhibited to establiéh what complainants considered to
be the "fair market value® of the 1list in question. Counsel
contends that, assuming this was the same list used by the
Lehrman Committee, it does not take into account the likely
diminution in value of this type of "time-sensitive®” list offered
four months before the alleged contribution and five months
before the primary. Counsel also states that this exhibit does

show "that as early as May, 1982 - several months before even the
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partial completion of any primary voters list to be developed by
Respondent-New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman-a Prime Voters List was

available from at least one private label-list vendor to those
willing to purchase it," and that this list was purchasable by
anyone. (Emphasis included).

Counsel discusses the newspaper article exhibits, stating
that they make references to a substantial statewide mailing list
in the possession of the Sullivan campaign. Counsel states that
these articles assert nothing relevant to the Lehrman campaign.
Counsel further notes that, while one of the articles refers to
the Sullivan mailing list as a list of 563,253 Republicans who
voted in the party's 1980 Senate primary, the New Yorkers for Lew
Lehrman list was not merely a list of Republican voters in the
1980 Senate primary.

In referring to the Conservative Party pre-primary
literature, counsel states that there was "no nexus shown, or
even intimated between this exhibit and Respondents." Counsel
further states that his clients "deny knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the existence or distribution
of the flyer." R

Counsel discusses the exhibit displaying the mailing labels
by stating that the labels "were similar -- but in no case
identical.” Counsel points out that the complaint ignores a
number of possibilities, i.e., that the labels could have been
bought from the same vendor, that they could have been bought

from vendors with similar software programs or hardware for
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generating labels, or that the labels looked similar because
there are only a limited number of ways to type a name and
address on a label.

II. LEGAL ANALYSIS

The complaint alleges violations of a number of sections of
the Act and Regulations. By alleging that the true source of the
contribution to the Sullivan Committee was Lewis E. Lehrman
and/or New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman, complainants:are asserting
that Mr. Lehrman or the Lehrman committee violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(a) (1) (A) which prohibits a person from contributing over
$1,000 per election to a candidate or his or her committee. The
complainants are also asserting that the Sullivan Committee
violated 2 U.5.C. § 44la(f) which prohibits knowing acceptance of
contributions made in violation of the provisions of 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la.

Complainants' allegations against CFTR are intended to
pertain to the duty of an intermediary or conduit of an earmarked
contribution under 11 C.F.R. § 110.6(e) to report the original
source and intended recipient: The allegations address a
situation involving an in-kindfcontribution, rather than a
deposit of a check with one committee which then transmits the
check to the intended recipient. The situation alleged in this
matter appears more closely akin to a contribution by Mr. Lehrman
or his committee in the name of CFTR, a contribution in violation

of 2 U.S.C. § 441f which prohibits making a contribution in the




name of another, knowingly permitting one's name to be used to
effect such a contribution, and knowingly accepting such a
contribution.

- Complainants’ allegations also apply to the Act's
registration and reporting requiténents. According to the
complaint, Sullivan for Senate failed to report the real
contributor of the mailing labels and, therefore, would be in
violation of the reporting requirements of 2 U.S.C. § 434 (b) (3)
and (4). Additionally, New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman, by making a
contribution in excess of $1,000 would be required to register
and report as a political committee. 1Its failure to do so, if
.such a contribution were made, would be a violation of 2 U.S.C.
§§ 433(a) and 434 (a).

A review of the complaint, the exhibits attached to the
complaint, and the replies to the complaint indicate that there is
no convincing evidence that the contribution described by the
complaint took place. Complainants have taken a number of

newspaper articles discussing either Lehrman campaign lists or
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Sullivan campaign lists, a number of mailing labels bearing some
similarity to each other, thé‘nse‘of what can be assumed to be a
common name, i.e., "Prime Voters List," the fact that Mr. Lehrman
endorsed Mrs. Sullivan and a report of a contribution of mailing
labels by CFTR to Sullivan for Senate and have developed a

scenario for an excessive in-kind contribution made

surreptitiously.
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The newspaper articles reveal only that each campaign had
sizeable and presumably valuable lists. The explanation fron4ur.
Lehrman's counsel as to the labels is logical and the labels are
not particularly probative as evidence. Respondents have based
their allegation as to the number of Republicans contacted, i.e.,
427,000, upon a reference to a Sullivan campaign mailing in a
newspaper article printed on the day after the Republican primary
election, rather than upon any prin#ry source. No source is
apparent for the allegation that there were 361,000 labels for
these mailings. The price list from Election Computer Services,
Inc. issued in May, 1982, was enclosed apparently to prove that
the in-kind contribution was undervalued. There appears to be no
evidence, however, linking the company's "Prime Voter Lists” with
the Lehrman campaign's “"Prime Voters List®" compilation project
which was still in progress in July, 1982.

Based on the foregoing analysis, the Office of the General
Counsel recommends that the Commission find no reason to believe
that any provision of the Act or Regulations was violated.

III. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find no reason to believ;fthat Lewis E. Lehrman or New
Yorkers for Lew Lehrman violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l) (A).
2. Find no reason to believe that Sullivan for Senate and

Joseph M. Sussillo, as treasurer, violated 2 U.5.C. § 44la(f).
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3. FPind no reason to believe that Citizens for the Republic and

_Arthur 8. Dellinger, Jr., as treasurer, violated 11 C.F.R.

-

§ 110.6(e).

4. Find no reason to believe thag Lewis E., Lehrman, New Yorkers
for Lew Lehrman, Citizens for the Republic and Arthur S.
Dellinger, Jr., &8 treasurer, or Sullivan for Senate and Joseph M.
Sussillo, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441f.

5. Find no reason to believe that Sullivan for '‘Senate and
Joseph M. Sussillo, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 434(b) (3)
and 434(b) (4).

6. Find no reason to believe that New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman
violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 433(a) and 434(a).

7. Close the file.

8. Approve the attached letters,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

g6 /985 o

Date “Xehneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Attachments

b 4 Reply from counsel from CFTR, received on January 23, 1985

2. Reply from counsel for Lewis E, Lehrman and New Yorkers for
Lew Lehrman, received on January 28, 1985

3. Proposed letters to respondents

4. Proposed letters to complainants
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In the Matter of TTMARZD

Lewis E. Lehrman
New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman

Citizens for the Republic
Arthur S, Dellinger, Jr., as treasurer

Sullivan for Senate
Joseph M., Sussillo, as treasurer

- T N Nt mP N mP m “w? “ut ub

I. BACKGROUND

On December 20, 1984, the Office of the General Counsel
received a complaint from Muriel F, Siebert and Whitney North
Seymour, Jr., two unsuccessful candidates for the New York
Republican Senatorial nomination in 1982, against Lewis E.
Lehrman and New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman, Mr. Lehrman's 1982
gubernatorial campaign committee. The complaint centers around
an allegation that “"respondents caused approximately 361,000
mailing labels addressed to 427,000 Republican Primary Voters
(sic) in New York State to be made available as an in-kind
contribution" to Sullivan for Senate ("the Sullivan Committee")
in violation of the § 44la limits. Complainants also claim that
*in order to conceal the true source and value of such in-kind
contribution,” Lehrman's committee contributed the labels through
a conduit, Citizens for the Republic ("CFTR"), a California-based
multicandidate committee, "in violation of the provisions of
11 C.F.R. § 110.6." Complainants allege that such violations
were knowing and willful.

Complainants enclosed documents which they allege "give rise

to complainants' belief"™ in the truth of their claims. These
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the Sullivan caupaign and the L-hr-an c&lpnlgn ahoulng tha
linilarity in the composition of the labels; and (6) schedules A

and B of the Sullivan for Senate Pre-Pri-ary Report alneloling a
$3, 368 85 in-kind contribution of mailing labels from CFTR to
Sullivan for Senate on August 20, 1984. A review by this Office
of CPTR's September, 1982, Report also disclosed an in—kind
contribution from CFTR to the Sullivan Committee on August 20,
1982,

A response from counsel for CFTR was received on January 23,
1985. A reply from counsel for Mr. Lehrman and the Lehrman
Committee was received on January 28. No reply was received from
the Sullivan Committee.

CFTR denjes ever participating as a conduit for
contributions to Sullivan for Senate. It further denies ever
making a "transfer to any group or committee, including the
Sullivan for Senate Committee, at the request of Lewis E. Lehrman

or New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman."™




CFPTR contends that the complainants have drawn invalid
conclusions from the documents and newspaper articles used as a
basis for their complaint.

CFTR states that the $3,368.85 in-kind contribution of
mailing labels which Sullivan for Senate reported receiving came
from CFTR. This contribution, according to CFTR, consisted of
®22,459 pre-printed '4-up Cheshire Labels' valued at $150 per
thousand.™ CPFIR asserts that the labels were "developed solely
by CFTR" and were tendered to the Sullivan for Senate committee
as an in-kind contribution and were accompanied by CFTR's
standard tender agreement.” According to the affidavit of Paul
M. Foley, CFTR's Assistant Director and the person in charge of
the committee's direct mail operations, this contribution “"was
not made at the suggestion of Lewis E. Lehrman or New Yorkers for
Lew Lehrman, but rather was made in the normal cource of CFTR's
activities as a multi-candidate political committee.” Mr. Foley
states that CFTR received nothing of value from Mr. Lehrman or

his committee prior to or during 1982. */ Mr. Foley states that

8504052340 2

CFTR's records do indicate a receipt of a $5,000 contribution
from Mr. Lehrman on July 27, 1983, but that this was "in no way
related" to CFTR'sS contribution to the Sullivan committee.
Finally, Mr. Foley asserts that he has examined the mailing

labels attached to the complaint and has concluded "that such

»®/ A computerized run of a G index by the Data Division for
1982 revealed no contributions by Mr. Lehrman to CFTR.
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labels were not part of the 22,459 labels contributed to Sullivan
for Senate, and moreover, none of the names set forth on those
exhibits is contained in CPTR's mailing lists."”

Counsel for Mr. Lehrman and New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman
responded by discussing the three "allegations" contained in the
complaint and by addressing the issue of the probative value of
each exhibit. Counsel states that the Lehrman committee “"may
have had ownership of a list of voters who voted in Republican
primaries, but made no contribution of any such list or labels
reflective of such list directly or indirectly to the Sullivan
campaign.®” Counsel states that his clients would have no
knowledge or information as to the "second" allegation, i.e.,
that the value of the labels exceeded $1,000. Based upon the
denial that any such contribution was made, counsel denies the
"third" allegation, i.e., that his clients attempted to conceal
the source and value of the contribution through the use of CFTR.

Counsel proceeds to analyze each exhibit chronologically.
The first exhibit to appear chronologically was the price list
from Election Computer Services, Inc. Counsel presumes that this
list was exhibited to establish what complainants considered to
be the "fair market value” of the list in question. Counsel
contends that, assuming this was the same list used by the
Lehrman Committee, it does not take into account the likely
diminution in value of this type of "time-sensitive®™ list offered
four months before the alleged contribution and five months
before the primary. Counsel also states that this exhibit does

show "that as early as May, 1982 - several months before even the
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partial completion of any primary voters list to be developed by
Respondent-New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman-a Prime Voters List was
available from at least one private label-list vendor to those
willing to purchase it," and that this list was purchasable by
anyone. (Emphasis included).

Counsel discusses the newspaper article exhibits, stating
that they make references to a substantial statewide mailing list
in the possession of the Sullivan campaign. Counsel states that
these articles assert nothing relevant to the Lehrman campaign.
Counsel further notes that, while one of the articles refers to
the Sullivan mailing list as a 1list of 563,253 Republicans who
voted in the party's 1980 Senate primary, the New Yorkers for Lew
Lehrman list was not merely a list of Republican voters in the
1980 Senate primary.

In referring to the Conservative Party pre-primary
literature, counsel states that there was "no nexus shown, or
even intimated between this exhibit and Respondents.” Counsel
further states that his clients "deny knowledge or information
sufficient to form a belief as to the existence or distribution
of the flyer."

Counsel discusses the exhibit displaying the mailing labels
by stating that the labels "were similar -- but in no case
identical." Counsel points out that the complaint ignores a
number of possibilities, i.e., that the labels could have been
bought from the same vendor, that they could have been bought

from vendors with similar software programs or hardware for
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generating labels, or that the labels locked similar because
there are only a limited number of ways to type a name and
address on a label.

II. LEGAL AMALYSIS

The complaint alleges violations of a number of sections of
the Act and Regulations. By alleging that the true source of the
contribution to the Sullivan Committee was Lewis E. Lehrman
and/or New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman, complainants are asserting
that Mr. Lehrman or the Lehrman committee violated 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la(a) (1) (A) which prohibits a person from contributing over
$1,000 per election to a candidate or his or her committee. The
complainants are also asserting that the Sullivan Committee
violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(f) which prohibits knowing acceptance of
contributions made in violation of the provisions of 2 U.S.C.

§ 44la.

Complainants' allegations against CFTR are intended to
pertain to the duty of an intermediary or conduit of an earmarked
contribution under 11 C.F.R. § 110.6(e) to report the original
source and intended recipient. The allegations address a
situation involving an in-kind contribution, rather than a
deposit of a check with one committee which then transmits the
check to the intended recipient. The situation alleged in this
matter appears more closely akin to a contribution by Mr. Lehrman
or his committee in the name of CFTR, a contribution in violation

of 2 U.S.C. § 441f which prohibits making a contribution in the




name of another, knowingly permitting one's name to be used to
effect such a contribution, and knowingly accepting such a
contribution,

Complainants' allegations also apply to the Act's
registration and reporting requirements. According to the
complaint, Sullivan for Senate failed to report the real
contributor of the mailing labels and, therefore, would be in
violation of the reporting requirements of 2 U.5.C. § 434(b) (3)
and (4). Additionally, New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman, by making a
contribution in excess of $1,000 would be required to register
and report as a political committee. 1Its failure to do so, if
such a contribution were made, would be a violation of 2 U.S8.C.
§§ 433(a) and 434(a).

A review of the complaint, the exhibits attached to the
complaint, and the replies to the complaint indicate that there is
no convincing evidence that the contribution described by the
complaint took place. Complainants have taken a number of

newspaper articles discussing either Lehrman campaign lists or
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Sullivan campaign lists, a number of mailing labels bearing some
similarity to each other, the use of what can be assumed to be a
common name, i.e., "Prime Voters List," the fact that Mr. Lehrman
endorsed Mrs. Sullivan and a report of a contribution of mailing
labels by CFTR to Sullivan for Senate and have developed a
scenario for an excessive in-kind contribution made

surreptitiously.
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The newspaper articles reveal only that each campaign had
sizeable and presumably valuable lists. The explanation from Mr.
Lehrman's counsel as to the labels is logical and the labels are
not particularly probative as evidence. Respondents have based
their allegation as to the number of Republicans contacted, i.e.,
427,000, upon a reference to a Sullivan campaign mailing in a
newspaper article printed on the day after the Republican primary
election, rather than upon any primary source. No source is
apparent for the allegation that there were 361,000 labels for
these mailings. The price list from Election Computer Services,
Inc. issued in May, 1982, was enclosed apparently to prove that
the in-kind contribution was undervalued. There appears to be no
evidence, however, linking the company's "Prime Voter Lists" with
the Lehrman campaign's "Prime Voters List" compilation project
which was still in progress in July, 1982,

Based on the foregoing analysis, the Office of the General
Counsel recommends that the Commission find no reason to believe
that any provision of the Act or Regulations was violated.

I11I. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find no reason to believe that Lewis E. Lehrman or New
Yorkers for Lew Lehrman violated 2 U.S.C. § 44la(a)(l)(A).
24 Find no reason to believe that Sullivan for Senate and

Joseph M. Sussillo, as treasurer, violated 2 U.5.C. § 44la(f).
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5..L Find no reason to hnliivu ihat snllivun for Benate nnd
Joseph M. Sussillo, as i-.unuuz, wviolated 2 U.8.C. §§ amm m
and 434(») (4).

6. tind ho reason to bollevo that New Yorkers tbr Lew L.h:llh
violsted 2 U.5.C. §3 433(a) and 434(a).

7. Close the file.

‘nuilingir, Jt.. ll ttcniuz.t,

_Buutillo, as ttnalurot, vtollt

8. Approve the attached letters.

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

,Attachnnnts : ’

1. Reply from counsel from CPTR, received on January 23, 1985 o

2+ Reply from counsel for Lewis E. Lehrman and New Yorkers for
Lew Lehrman, received on January 28, 1985

3. Proposed letters to respondents

4. Proposed letters to complainants
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BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

MURIEL F. SIEBERT and
WHITNEY NORTH SEYMOUR, JR.

Petitioners,

V.

LEWIS E. LEHRMAN,
NEW YORKERS FOR LEW LEHRMAN,

Respondents.

On December 20, 1984, Petitioners, Muriel F. Siebert and
Whitney North Seymour, Jr., filed a complaint with the Federal
Election Commission ("Commission®") in which they alleged thet
Lewis E. Lehrman and New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman ("Named
Respondents") violated 2 U.S.C. Section 441a by making
contributions to the "Sullivan for Senate" campeign comnittee in
excess of the proscribed limits. Petitioners also alleged thet
the named Respondents attempted to conceal said contributions by
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meking them through a conduit, namely Citizens for the Republic
("CFIR"), a California based multi—ﬁendidate political committee
registered with the Commission. Although Petitioners did not name
CFTR as a party Respondent, the Commission, nevertheless, on
December 31, 1984, forwarded a copy of the complaint to CFIR for
response.

CFIR and its Treasurer, Arthur J,‘v De]linge?r, Jr., submit
this response pursuant to 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(2)(1) and 11 CFR

111.6(a) and for the reasons set forth below respectfully request

Afachment (- 5 1 of 1/




' thet this Commission find thet thefe is no resson to believe

thet CFIR or its Treasurer violate;l’any provision of the Fedarsl
Election Campeign Act of 1971, s amended ("FECA")

Specificelly, the complaint, to the extent thet it purports to
involve CFIR in improper conduct, must be dismissed forthwith for

two reesons. First, as to CFIR the complaint fails to comport
with the minimun procedural requirements specified in the

Commission's Regulations. And second, sany contributions thet
were made by CFIR to the Sullivan for Senaste committee were mede
in the normal course of CFIR's political activities, were
completely legal and proper, and did not, in any way, involve
Lewis E. Lehrmen, New Yorkers for Lew Lehrmen, or any other
group or comnittee. Moreover, CFIR did not in this instance nor
at any other time act as & conduit for either of the named
Respondents. (msequently, there is no basis either in fact or
in law to support a "Reason to Believe" finding with respect to
CFIR and thus, the complaint, as it relates to CFIR, must be
dismissed.
Facts

This complaint was instituted by two unsuccessful candidates
for the Republican Party nomination for United States Senste in
New York. The primary election in question was held on Scptember
23, 1982. The complaint alleges that the Sullivan for Senate
committee, which was the committee of the prevailing candidate,
received excessive in-kind contributions from the named
Respondents, namely lLewis E. Lehrman, an individual, and New Yorkers

for Lew Lebhrman, a non-federal political committee.

'_’_2 of‘ 1/
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"Specifically, the Petitioners allege that the nanéd Respondents
"caused spproximately 361,000 meiling labels addressed to 427,000 |
Republicen Primary Voters in New York State to be made aveilable
as an in-kind contribution to the SULLIVAN FOR SENATE committee
for use in a direct meil cempeign in support of the cendidacy of
FLORENCE M. SULLIVAN. . " See, Complaint, Paragreph 1 [caps in
original]. Petitioners further allege thet the value of seid in-
kind contributicns exceeded the $1,000 limit set forth in 2
U.S.C. Section 441a. Complaint, Parsgraph 2.

Petitioners also allege thet the named Respondents attempted
to conceal the source and value of the salleged in-kind
contributions by causing "the meiling labels to be contributed to
the Sullivan campaign through a conduit, to wit, CITIZENS FOR THE
REPUBLIC . . .in violation of the provisions of 11 CFR Section
110.6." See, Complaint, Paragraph 3 [caps in originsl].

In support of their claims, Petitioners attached an array of
newspaper clippings, mailing labels and pages from an FEC Report
of Receipts and Disbursements for the Sullivan for Senate
comnittee dated September 10, 1982. However, in all of the
documentation so provided, the only mention of Citizens for the
Republic, appears on the FEC filings of the Sullivan for Senate
comittee which properly indicate that CFIR mede en in-kind
contribution of maeiling labels having & value of $3,368.85.

Argument

I. THE OOMPLAINT MUST BE DISMISSED BECAUSE IT FATLS TO COMPORT
WITH THIS COMMISSIONS' PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS.

The Jjoining of CFIR as a party to this matter is

procedurally defective for two reasons. rirst, the complaint

i £ 1
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only nemes two party Respondents, 1:e,, Lewis E. Lehrman and New
Yorkers for Lew Lehrmen.  Inssmuch as CFIR wes not so nemed, it
is improper for the Office of General Counsel 'bo emend, sSua
sponte, Petitioners' complaint by Joining CFIR without the
spproval of the Commission. And second, with respect to CFIR,
the complaint contains no evidence, inferential or othervise,

sufficient to satisfy the documentation requirements set forth in
this Commission's Reguletions.

A. The laint Must be Dismissed as to CFIR, Because
Petitioners Did ek Nene CHTF @s 8 Respondent in Ss alnt.

The FECA and the Regulations created and recognize two

- distinct forms of compliance actions: (1) Matters externally

initiated by complaint, and (2) Matters internally generated from
information ascertained by the Commission. Different procedures
apply to each type of action. See, 11 CFR 111.3. The current
metter before the Commission was externslly generated by a
complaint and thus, the procedural rules governing such matters
pertain. Specifically, in a complaint-generated metter, the
petitioner must "clearly identify as a respondent each person or
entity who is alleged to have committed a violation." 11 CFR
111.4(d)(1) [Emphasis supplied]. Here, neither CFIR nor its
Treasurer was identified in the complaint as a Respondent. Quite
to the contrary, the Petitioners took care to specifically
identify as "Respondents" those persons or entities against whom
they wished the Commission to proceed, namely: (1) Lewis E.
Lehrman and (2) New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman. Neither CFZR nor
its Treasurer was ever identified in the complaint es a

Respondent and as such, neither is a proper party to this action.
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CFIR and its Treasurer recognize that Petitioners, cen if
they wish, eamend the instant complaint or file a new complaint,
neming CFTR and its Treasurer as perty-respondents. However,
under the complainf as filed, the Office of Genersl Counsel is
powerless to ect on its own initiative to amend this compleint

and institute proceedings against CFIR. To permit the General
Counsel to do so would be to subvert the highly restrictive
provisions of this Commission's Regulations which require that
internally generated matters must first be approved by the
Comnission itself. See 11 CFR 111.8-111.9.

B. The Complaint As to CFIR Must be Dismissed Because it

Feils to Incorporate or Otherwise Set Forth Any of the Required
Supporting Information or Documentation.

The drafters of the FECA and its Regulations recognized only
too well that political campeigns can breed resentment end thet
unless the compliance process were properly monitored, it might
well turn into a font for disgruntled candidates and supporters.
Consequently, in order to preserve the integrity of the
administrative process &and to prevent the Commission from
becoming hopelessly embroiled in petty partisan lbickering, the
Regulations attempt to ensure that only those grievances
supported by appropriate evidenqe and documentstion would qualify
for treatment as a valid "compleint."  Specifically, the
Regulations require that statements in a complaint which are not
based on personal knowledge "should be ac'companied by an
identification of the source of information whié!h gives rise to
the complainants belief in the truth of such statements." 11 CFR

111.4(d)(2). In the case sub judice, nothing in the complaint
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is based on the personal knowledge of the Petiticners. Indeed,

the Petitioners explicitly acknpy;édga thet everything in the
complaint is besed merely on "informetion and belief." See,
Complaint, Page 2, lines 1-2. Inespuch as nothing in the
complaint is besed on personal knowledge, the Petitioners were
obligated +to del.ineate the sources of their informetion

supporting the allegations of wrongdoing. However, nothing
either set forth in the complaint nor attached to it as an

Exhibit, supports, either inferentially or otherwise, the beld-
faced assertion contained in peragraph 3 of the Complaint thet
CFIR was acting as a conduit for the named Respondents.
Moreover, Petitioners have totally failed to provide eny insight
into the source of the information supporting their assertion
thet CFIR acted as 2 conduit. 1In short, since the complaint
contains a8 purely conclusory statement, unsupported or
unattributed, it falls woefully short of even meeting the miiimum
adequacy standards set forth in 11 CFR 111.4(d)(2) and thus,
should be dismissed forthwith.

II. CITIZENS FOR THE REPUBLIC DID NOT ACT, AND NEVER HAS ACTED,
AS A CONDUIT FOR CONTRIBUTIONS TO SULLIVAN FOR SENATE.

The gist of Petitioners' complaint seems to be thet (1)
since the Sullivan for Senate committee sent mailings to 427,000
Republicans [Petitioners' Exhibit E] and (2) since & Lehrman
newsletter indicated that Lehrman volunteers were cowmpiling a
"Prime Voters List" for all 62 counties of New State
[Petitioners' Exhibit A] and (3) since CFIR reported having made
an in-kind contribution of mailing labels to the Sullivan for

Senate committee, then CFTR must have acted as a conduit between

/
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the nemed Respondents and Sullivan for Senste for the purpose of
concealing the source and value of lists and labels provided o
the latter by the former. The position of the Petitioners defies
both logic end retional reassoning. Simply stated and as
demonstrated below, CFIR hes never, for sny purpose, acted as e
conduit for lewis E. Lehrmen, New Yorkers for Lew Lehrmen, or for
any group or organization associated with either.

Citizens for the Republic is 8 multi-candidate politicsl
comnittee registered with this Commission (ID # CO00 75390). As
the attached affidavit of Paul M. Foley, Assistant Director of
CFIR, clearly demonstrates, CFIR has never made a transfer of
any kind to Lewis E. Lehrman or New Yorkers for Lew Lehrmen, nor
has CFIR ever made a transfer to any group or committee,
including the Sullivan for Senete Committee, at the bequest of
Lewis E. Lehrman or New Yorkers for Lew Lehrmen. More
importantly, the in-kind contribution to the Sullivan for Senate
comnittee evidenced in the Reports of Receipts and Disbursements
filed by both the Sullivan for Senate committee and CFIR, which
consisted of 22,459 pre-printed "4-Up Cheshirerl.abels" valued at

in
‘,'Q'
™M
N
wn
o
"
@b
n
{-9]

$150.00 per thousand, was mede in the normal course of CFIR's
political activities. Specificelly, CFIR, as pert of its normal
operations, either leases or contributes, as the case may be,
pre-printed mailing 1labels to certain candidates for federal
office. The labels, which were developed sol‘e‘.‘ly by CFIR, were
tendered to the Sullivan for Senate committee'as an in-kind

contribution and were accompanied by CFIR's standard tender

agreement which sets forth the vaiue of $150.00 per thousand
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pre-printed labels. Clearly, this in:-kind contriﬁu‘éicn of mailing
labels was entirely consistent wiﬁb both éﬁ'lﬁ's normel opomfing
procedures and the applicable provisions of FECA end its
Regulations.

A scenerio which attempts to transform this reported
transfer of 22,459 labels into an esrmsrked transfer of over

400,000 labels is clesrly without any beasis in fact. In order
to constitute an earmarked contribution under the Regulations,

the contributor must transfer something of value to the conduit
with instructions to thet conduit which results in the conduit
trenferring something of velue to & clearly identifiable
cendidate for federal office. See 11 CFR 110.6(b). In short, in
order for CFIR to be viewed 8s 8 conduit, CFIR must bhave
received somefhing of value from & "cmtribirbor," in this case
Lewis E. Lehrman or New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman. As the attached
affidavit of Paul M. Foley demonstrates, CFIR never received
anything of value from New Yorkers for Lew Lehrmen. And the only

thing of value ever received by CFIR from Lewis E. Lehrman was a

$5,000.00 contribution, made on July 27, 1983, approximately

eleven months after CFIR's in-kind contribution to the Sullivan
for Senate committee. Thet contribution was made in Mr.
Lehrman's capacity as an individual contributor. These
averments are supported by CFTR's Reports of Receipts and
Disbursements which ar/e on file with this Commission.
Furthermore, the m2iling labels attached as Exhibts G, H, and I
to the Petitioners' complaint were not CFIR meiling lsbels, did
not contain the names of individuals on CFIR's mailing lists and

were not transferred to the Sullivan for Senate comnittee by

I-P? 0{\ //




~N
<
™M
(g
wn
o
>
C
Ln
@

CFIR.

In short, the in-kind contribution attacked by Petitioners
in their complaint was entirely proper, was made in the normal .
course of CF'm'sl political activities, was not mede at the
suggestion or request of Lewis E. Lehrmen or New Yorkers for Lew

lehrmen, was within the proscribed limits and was dutifully
reported to the Commission by both CFIR end the Sullivaen for

Senate committee. As the Affidavit of Paul Foley demonstrates,
there 1is no evidence to support the proposition that CFIR was
acting as a conduit for either of the named Respondents nor for

any other person or committee.

Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons CFIR respectfully requests that
the Commission find "No Reason to Believe" that it violated any
provision of the FBECA and that the complaint be dismissed.

Respectfully submitted,

-

¢
Ronald E. Robertson
Attorney for Citizens for the
Republic
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AFFIDAVIT OF PAUL FOLEY

I, Paul Foley, being duly sworn, depose end ssy:

1. Thet I am, &nd et ell times relevant herein heve
been, the Assistant Director of Citizens for the Republic
("CFIR"); and

2. Thet in my capecity as Assistsnt Director I heve primery
responsiblity for overseeing the orgenization's direct meil
effort and also discherge, under the authority of the
Executive Director, such administrastive functions as mey be
necessary; and

3. Thet I heve reviewed the complaint end attached exhibits
in MUR 1868 including the meiling lebels; and

4. Tmet CFIR in the course of its normel politicsl
activities did in fact on August 20, 1982, mske an in-kind
contributions of 22,459 "4-Up Cheshire Meiling Labels" +to

- the federal committee Sulliven for Semate (FEC ID # COM

58097); and

5. That the above referenced in-kind contribution was not
made at the suggestion of Lewis E. Lehrman or New Yorkers
for Lew Lehrman, but rether was made in the normel course of
CFIR's activities as a multi-candidate political committee;
and

6. That at no time during 1982 or at any time prior thereto
did CFIR receive any contribution or other thing of wvalue,
including meiling lists or labels, from Lewis E. Lehrman or
New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman. CFIR's records do indicate
thet on July 27, 1983, it received a $5,000.00 personal
contribution from Lewis Lehrmen. That contribution was in
no way related to the in-kind contribution made eleven
months earlier by CFIR to Sullivan for Senate; and

7. That the meiling labels contributed to Sullivan for
Senate by CFIR were in fact the property of CFIR; were
compiled by CFIR; and further, those labels hed & fair market
value of $150 per thousand; and

8. That I have examined the mailing labels attached to the
complaint in this MUR and conclude that such labels were not
part of the 22,459 labels contributed to Sullivan for Senate
and moreover, none of the names set forth on those exhibits
is contained in CFIR's mailing lists; &nd
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9. That the sabove referenced in-kind contribution to
Sullivan for Senste wes a bone fide contribution by CFIR to
Sullivan for Senste and thet in so meking the contribution
CFIR did not act as an agent or conduit for any person or

group.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: ss

| Subscribed and sworn before me this 18th dsy of Jenuery, 1985.

SEAL
My Commission Expires: March 14, 1989.
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January 23, 1985

Office of the General Counsel
FPederal Election Camnission
washington, D.C. 20463
Attention: Jonathan Levin, Esq.

21

RE: MUR 1868
(Complaint of Muriel F. Siebert and whitney N. Seymour, Jr.)

Ladies and Gentlemen:

This letter is in response to wour letter and enclosures in the
above-captioned matter, dated December 31, 1984 but received by Respondents on
or about January 11, 1985. (Please note that Respondents are not located at the
address indicated on your records. All future correspondence should be sent to
my attention at the above address.) I am the attomey representing all
Respondents in this matter. However, my appearance herein in no way waives any
rights of any of the Respondents relating to jurisdiction or other procedural
matters.

In the above-captioned camplaint, it is alleged that Respondents "knowingly
and wilfully violated the contribution restrictions and limits" set forth in the
Federal Election Campaign Act, "in relation to the Primary Election in New York
State for the Republican Party Namination for United States Senator, held on
September 23, 1982." Respondents uneguivocally deny this allegation.
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Further, Respondents urge that the camplaint be dismissed for failing to
camply substantially with the requirements of the Federal Election Camnission's
Regulations, inasmuch as complaint fails to identify any source of information
which gives rise to Complainants' belief in the truth of the allegations made
against Respondents. The exhibits offered in substantiation of these
allegations are clearly irrelevant and do not relate to "the source of
information" which gave rise to any of the allegations set forth against
Respondents, nor do they give any indication of any violation of the law.

Alfachkment 2 - pl of 9
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FIRST ALLBGATION

The Complainants set forth three allegations. First, they charye that “"on
or about August 20, 1982, Respondents caused approximately 361,000 mailing
labels addressed to 427,000 (sic] Republican Primary Voters in New York State to
be made available a8 an in-kind contribution to the SULLIVAN FOR SENATE

political conmittee for use in a direct mail campaign in support of the

candidacy of FLORENCE M. SULLIVAN for the Republican Party namination for United
States Senator in New York in the Primary Election held on September 23, 1982."
Respondents specifically deny this allegation.

A careful review of the records of each Respondent reflects no such
contribution. Respondents Lehmman and Carey had no personal possession of any
such labels.

Respondent "New Yorkers for Lew Lehmman" [hereinafter "Caommittee”] may have
had ownership of a list of voters who voted in Republican primaries, but made no
contribution of any such list or labels reflective of such list directly or
indirectly to the Sullivan campaign. This is substantiated by affimation of
Respondent Timothy S. Carey, Treasurer of New Yorkers for Lew Lehmman, which
affirmation is annexed hereto and made a part hereof.

The Comnittee is a New York State politcal camnittee, and as such is
required to account, in a verified fom, to the New York State Board of
Elections. Under New York Law (Article 14 of New York's Election Law), the
Coamittee is required to disclose to the Board of Blections all expenditures
made by the Comittee, as well as all transfers to other political committees.
A detailed examination of the Committee's records shows no such transactions.
If the Federal Election Cammission finds it helpful, Respondents are willing to
attempt to obtain from the New York State Board ot Elections, a certified copy
of the Camittee's sworm financial disclosure statements for the time period in
question, (assuming such dated records are presently retained by the State Board
of Elections).

SECOND ALLEGATION

The second all:;ignm in the camplaint alleyes that “the fair market value
of such mailin far exceeded" $1000. Respondents deny knowledge or
information sufficient to form a belief as to this allegation. Further,
Respondents deny knowledge of even the existence of "such mailing labels" to
which this allegation ers.

THIRD ALLEGATION

The third allegation is two-fold. The first part of the allegation is that
Respondents attempted "to conceal the true source and value of such in-kind
contribution.” Respondents deny that any contribution was made and accordingly,
deny that any attempt was made to conceal the true source or value of this
non—-existent in-kind contribution. ‘

The second part of the allegation is that the vehicle used in this alleged
concealment "plot" was President Reagan's pohtral action committee, "Citizens
For the Republic." Based upon Respondents' denial to the first part of this
allegation, the second part is denied a fortiori. Further, the Respongents,
upon infomation and belief, deny that any such labels were given to "Citizens

For the Republic" by the Respondents.
2-p of I
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OOMPLAINANTS ' IBrI'IS

Complainants' Exhibits provide no reasonable grounds for any of
Complainants' allegations. Each of complainants' exhibits is discussed at
length below. For the sake ot logic, the exhibits are discussed below in
chronological rather than alphabetical order.

EXHIBIT B

The first exhibit, chronologically, is Exhibit B: a price list from a label
and list vendor, dated May 1982, showing the cost of purchasing a "Prime Voters
List® in that month. Presumably, this is in support of establishing the fair
market value of a prime voters list. (Allegation Two.) In actuality, Exhibit B
merely shows the cost of such a list, some four months before the alleged
contribution and same five months betore the Primary in question. It fails to
take into consideration the rapid diminution of the value of this type of
time-sensitive list as the Primary approaches.

Exhibit B does demonstrate, however, that as early as May 1982 — several
months before even the partial campletion of any primary voters list to be
developed by Respondent-New Yorkers for Lew Lehmman (see Exhibit A) — a Prime
Voters List was available from at least one private label-list vendor to those
willing to purchase it. Presumably even Camplainants were at liberty to
purchase such a list.

Further, Camplainant attempts to place a monetary value on the volunteer
man-hours expended in developing such a list by their explanatory comment that
the price shown does "not include the actual labor costs and expenses for
compiling the raw data" used in such a list. Certainly Camplainant cannot be
implying that time spend by campaign volunteers can be translated into a dollar
figure. At what rate? Minimum wage? A negotiated price? The implications of
Camplainants®' explanation of Exhibit B not only are unthinkable but are totally
irrelevent tc the issue at hand.

EXHIBIT A

Exhibit A, an excerpt fram a New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman newsletter, dated
July 1, 1982, reports that at that point in time the Committee, through the
manpower of its volunteers, had compiled approximately three-fourths of a
statewide Republican primary voters list. The list was to be used in Lew
Lehman's Republican primary for Govemor of New York State, which was held on
the same date as the Sullivan Primary for Senate. Respondents have no reason to
believe ‘that the newsletter is inaccurate. However, the excerpt demonstrates
merely the probable existence of three—quarters of a Republican primary voters
list beiny campiled by Lehmmen volunteers in the Summer of 1982. It does not
show the existence of any labels. It does not show a contribution in any way,
shape or form. Moreover, it does not show anything of relevance to the alleged
violation of the FECA, for certainly using volunteer manpower to develop a list
for potential use in a Gubematorial primary violated no statute, Federal or
State.

-3-
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EXHIBIT J

Chronologically, the next exhibit (Exhibit J) is a copy of what is

rported to a disclosure to the Federal Election Conmission the Sullivan
or Senate committee showing a t to Citizens for the 1ic on August
20, 1982, for mailing labels. ere is no indication as to what names and
addresses were on said labels. There is no indication that the labels paia for
by said uxgmditure were labels containing the names and address of Republican
pr voters. There is no indication the labels paid for such
gcpﬂ gu;: were the same labels shown on Complainants' other exhibits (Exhibits
+ Han

Further, there is no nexus shown, whatsoever, between the payment to
Citizens For the Republic for mailing labels and any prime voters list; or
between the mailing labels presumably provided by Citizens For the Republic and
any list owned by ents; or for that matter, between Citizens For the
Republic, and any of the Respandents, in any way.

This Camplainants' Exhibit J merely demonstrates that the authorized
Sullivan campaign camittee paid Citizens For the Republic for same mailing
labels of same sort, and lawfully disclosed said fact. Respondents deny
knowledge or infomation sufficient to form a belief as to the existence or
mlab elr;cy of said FEC disclosure, or as to the nature or existence of said

EXHIBIT D

lainants' Exhibit D is a copy of a newspaper article dated September 7,
1982. e article states in pertainant part, that the manager for the Sullivan
campaign declared that "No candidate running against Florence Sullivan has the
list we do.” The list mentioned well have been the labels purchased fram
Citizens For the Republic, apparently disclosed to the Federal Election
Camission same 18 days before the article in question, (as evidenced by
Camplainants' Exhibit J, and as discussed fully above). Respondents have no
knowledge or infommation sufficient to fomm a belief as to the existence of or
content of the list mentioned in said article.

The Septeamber 7th article also states that "the Sullivan campaign is
banking heavily on a statewide mailing to likely primary voters." From this
one sentence and the campaign manager's quote, Camplainants would have the
Camission conclude that the list mentioned in the article was one surrepticusly
supplied in the fomm of labels originating with the Respondents and transmitted
across the continent twice in a conspiracy with President Reagan's political
action committee, ultimately to be used to steal the New York Primary election
fran the Camplainants. In should be noted, incidentially, that all of these
alleged machinations were supposed to have occurred during a period when b
Respondents were embroiled in their own Statewide Primary for the Republican
nomination - for Gavemor.

EXHIBIT C

Exhibit C is a copy of a newspaper story published nearly a week after the
story evidenced by Exhibit D. Exhibit C reports that Mrs. Sullivan “is hoping
to raise enocugh [mney] for a mailing to the 563,253.Republicans who voted in
the party's 1980 Senate primary." We fail to understend the significance or
relevence of this exhibit to the Camplainants' allegations; and we fail to see
how this Exhibit provides any basis sufficilent to create a belief that
Respondents' violated the FECA. However, it should be noted that the New
Yorkers for Lew Lehrman list discussed above (in reference to Exhibit A) was not
merely a list of those “"Republicans who wvoted in the party's 1980 Senate
primary" which apparently was the camposition of the alleged Sullivan list.

2-/0‘/ 070 9
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EXHIBIT E

Complainants' Exhibit E is a copy of a Septamber 24, 1982 (post-Primary)
article headlined “Sullivan victory confimws GOP's shift to right."
Complainants point to a sentence in said article stating that “Sullivan's aides
attributed her victory to a mailing that went cut over the past week to more
than 427,000 [sic] Republicans around the state,” as being signiticant and in
scome way relevent to the allegations in their complaint. Once again this is an
exhibit which has no apparent bearing on the source of infommation upon which
Complainants' allegations are made. Respondents deny knowledge or infomation
sufficient to detemmine the reason for the Sullivan victory; although even the
headline of the article labeled Cawplainants' Exhibit E suggests an alternative
reason for the Sullivan victory. )

EXHIBIT F

The remaining exhibits (Exhibits F,G,H, and I) bear no dates.
Camplainants' Exhibit F is purported to be "a copy of the Sullivan pre-Primary
direct mail piece, which was sent out in the name of the New York State
Conservative Party State Cammittee under its Non-Profit Organization pemmit."
Here again, there is absolutely no nexus shown, or even intimated, between this
exhibit and Respondents. Respondents deny knowledge or infommation sufficient
to fom a belief as to the existence or distribution of the flyer at Exhibit F.

EXHIBITS G,H & I

Camplainants' Exhibits G, H, and I, are purported to be “copies of mailing
panels on foregoing Sullivan direct mail pieces [Exhibit F] and of
contemporaneous direct mail pieces sent out by Respondents, showing the physical
similarity in make-up and composition of the mailing labels." This is the crux
of the Complainants' foundation for its series of allegations against
Respondents. That is, the Complainants base their allegations solely on the
contention that the labels found at Exhibits G, H and I (allegedly from three
Sullivan flyers out of either same 361,000 or same 427,000 or same 563,253
flyers alleged mailed) were similar -- but in no case identical — to the four
labels found on the Lehman flyers at Exhibits G, H and I. From this we are
asked to believe that a "knowing and wilful violation of the [Federal)
contribution restrictions and limits" took place.

Camplainants simply ignore the possibility that the labels could have been
obtained framn the same label vendor; or the possibility that the labels could
have been obtained fram different vendors with the same or similar camputer
software programs or camputer hardware used in generating the labels; or the
possibility that the labels just happen to look similar, since there are only a
limited number of ways to type a name and address on a label. Instead,
Complainants weave a transcontinental conspiracy with a legion ot alleyations
and speculations without basis in fact.

a-/o.5‘aF 7
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CONCLUSION

In summary, Respondents contend that the complaint is without merit, and
fails in fom, in addition to failing in substance. Respondents deny any
wrong-doing alleged by Camplainants, and urge that the Commission dismiss this
camwplaint as it relates to each and every one of the Respondents herein.

FT:bl
encl.
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Before the Federal Election Commission

MURIEL F. SIEBERT and WHITNEY NORTH SEYMOUR, JR.

Camplainants,
- against - MUR: 1868
NEW YORKERS FOR LEW LEHRMAN; TIMOTHY S. CAREY as RESPONDENT'S
Treasurer of NEW YORKERS FOR LEW LEHRMAN and AFFIRMATION
individually; and LEWIS LEHRMAN
Respondents.

I, Timothy S.:Carey, Respondent herein, being duly swom depose and
affirm:

l. That I reside in the Town of Cortlandt, County of Westchester, State
of New York.

2. That at all times since its inception, I was and am the Treasurer of
a New York State political committee, known as "New Yorkers for Lew Lehmman.*

3. That said committee is duly registered with the New York State Board
of Elections and has been authorized to support the 1982 candidacy of Lew
Lehman for Govemor of the State of New York.

4. That I make this affimmation in support of Respondents' answer to
Cmplainaﬁts' camplaint filed on or about December 20, 1984, and in support of
Respondents' reguest for dismissal of said camplaint.

5. That, as Treasurer of New Yorkers for Lew Lehman, I have camplied
fully with New York's Election Law, and accordingly, have regularly discloseda to
the New York State Board of Elections, all expenditures and transfers made by

said camittee, under penalties of perjury.

Q—P,7o{‘9
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6. That, upon information and belief, no expenditures or transfers have
ever been made by New Yorkers tor Lew Le’himm in §bpport of or in opposition to
the candidacy of any candidate for Federal office.

7. That I have neither made nor caused to be made, either personally or
in my capacity as Treasurer of New Yorkers for Lesw Lehman, any transfers or
contributions in-kind or in cash to United States Senate candidate Florence
Sullivan or to her authorized campaign conmittee at any time in 1982.

8. That I have neither made nor caused to be made, either personally or
in my capacity as Treasurer of New Yorkers for Lew Lehman, any transfers or |
contributions in-kind or in cash to an organization known as “"Citizens For the
Republic" at any time in 1982.

9. That, upon informmation and belief, Respondent "New Yorkers for Lew
Lehman* has made no transfers or contributions in-kind or in cash to United
States Senate candidate Florence Sullivan or to her authorized campaign
camnittee at any time in 1982.

10. That, upon information and belief, Respondent “New Yorkers for Lew
Lehrman” has made no transfers or contributions in-kind or in cash to an
organization known as "Citizens For the Republic" at any time in 1982.

11. That, upon infomation and belief, Respondent Lewis E. Lehman made
no transfers or contributions in-kind or in cash to United States Senate
candidate Florence Sullivan or to her authorizea campaign committee at any time
in 1982.

12. That, upon informmation and belief, Respondent Lewis E. Lehmman made
no transfers or contributions in-kina or in cash to an organization known as
"Citizens For the Republic" at any time in 1982.

13. That at no time have I ever possessed a set of "approximately
361,000 mailiné labels addressed to 427,000 Republican Primary Voters in New
York State."

1l4. That at no time did I ever cause any such set of labels "to be made
available for use in a direct mail campaign in support of the candidacy of
Florenice M. Sullivan for the Republican nomination for United States Senator in

New York in the Primary Election hela on September 23, 1982."
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15. That at no time did I ever‘wttv\oriz,;e any agent of New Yorkers for
Lew Lehman to cause any such set of labels “to be made available tor use in a
direct mail campaign in support of the candidacy of Florence M. Sullivan for the
Republican nomination for United States Senator in New York in the Primary .
Election held on Septamber 23, 1982."

16. That, upon information and belief, at no time was any agent of New
Yorkers for Lew Lehman ever authorized to cause any such set of labels “to be
made available for use in a direct mail campaign in support of the candidacy of
Florence M. Sullivan for the Republican namination for United States senator in
New York in the P_r:ima:y Election held on September 23, 1982."

17. That, upon information and belief, at no time did any agent of New
Yorkers for Lew Lehman ever cause any such set of labels "to be made available
for use in a direct mail campaign in support ot the candidacy of Florence M.
Sullivan for the Republican namination for United States Senator in New York in
the Primary Election held on September 23, 1982." :

18. That, I never attampted to conceal or caused anyone to attempt to
conceal the true source and value of any contribution to any Federal candidate.

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF WESTCHESTER

Dated: January 26, 1985

Swom to before me this 26th day
of January, 1985. A

FRANK P. TRUTTA,”JR.
Notary Public, State of New York
Qualified in Westchester County
Commission Expires March 30, 1986




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

Frank Trotta, Jr., Esquire
24 North Avenue
New Rochelle, New York 10805

Re: MUR 1868
Lewis E. Lehrman
New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman

Dear Mr. Trotta:

On December 31, 1984, the Commission notified your clients,
Lewis E. Lehrman and New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman, of a complaint
alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission, on March ., 1985, determined that, on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents and you, there is no reason to
believe that a violation of a-y statute within its jurisdiction
has been committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file
in this matter. This matter will become a part of the public
record within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

ﬂ)‘/ac‘nen‘f 3 - p / °f 3
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

Ronald E. Robertson, Esquire
440 First Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001

Re: MUR 1868
Citizens for the Republic ("CFTR")

Dear Mr. Robertson:

On December 31, 1984, the Commission notified your client,
CFTR, of a complaint alleging violations of certain sections of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended.

The Commission, on March , 1985, determined that, on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents and you, there is no reason to
believe that a violation of any statute within its jurisdiction
has been committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file
in this matter. This matter will become a part of the public
record within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

B'P'D of 3




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

Joseph M, Sussillo, Treasurer
Sullivan for Senate

437 Bay Ridge Parkway
Brooklyn, New York 11209

Re: MUR 1868
Sullivan for Senate
Joseph M. Sussillo, Treasurer

Dear Mr. Sussillo:

On December 31, 1984, the Commission notified Sullivan for
Senate and you, as treasurer, of a complaint alleging violations
of certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as amended.

The Commission, on March , 1985, determined that, on the
basis of the information in the complaint and information
provided by the respondents, there is no reason to bel.ieve that a
violation of any statute within its jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record
within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
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Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON,D.C. 20463

Whitney North Seymour, Jr.
100 Park Avenue, Room 2606
New York, New York 10017

Re: MUR 1868

Dear Mr. Seymour:

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allegations
of your complaint dated December 20, 1984, and determined that,
on the basis of the information provided in your complaint and
information provided by the respondents, there is no reason to
believe that a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended, ("the Act") has been committed. Accordingly,
the Commission has decided tc clcse the file in this matter. The
Federal Flection Campaign Act allows a complainant to seek
judicial review of the Commission's dismissal of this action.

See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (8).

Should additional information come to your attention which
you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a
complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 U.S.C.
§ 437g(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R. § 111.4.
Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON.D.C. 20463

Muriel F. Siebert
435 Rast 52nd Street
New York, New York 10028

Re: MUR 1868
Dear Ms. Siebert:

The Federal Election Commission has reviewed the allegations
of your complaint dated December 20, 1984, and determined that,
on the basis of the information provided in your complaint and
information provided by the respondents, there is no reason to
believe that a violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as amended, ("the Act”) has been committed. Accordingly,
the Commission has decided to close the file in this matter. The
Federal Election Campaign Act allows a complainant to seek
judicial review of the Commission's dismissal of this action.

See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a) (8).

Should additional information come to your attention which
you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a
complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 U.S.C.
§ 437g(a)(l) and 11 C.F.R. § 111.4.
Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure "
General Counsel's Report ‘ 3
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1325 K Street JW
Washington, D.C: zg?g ETARY

PIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S)&EPQR) [ . 59

DATE AND TIME OF TRANSMITTAL MUR 1868 ‘
BY OGC TO THE comxss:ouzz;dgg -/0'00 DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED
BY OGC Dec%%%%s %05 1984
DATE OF ION TO
RESPONDENT %gccnber 31, 1984
STAFF MEMBE s Levin
COMPLAINANTS' NAMES: Muriel F. Siebert
Whitney North Seymour, Jr.

RESPONDENTS' NAMES: Lewis E. Lehrman
New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman

Citizens for the Republic
Arthur S, Dellinger, Jr., as
treasurer

Sullivan for Senate
Joseph M. Sussillo, as treasurer

RELEVANT STATUTES AND
REGULATIONS 433 (a)

434 (a)

434 (b) (3)

434 (b) (4)

441a(a) (1) (A)

44la(f)

441f

110.4(b) (1)

110.6 (c)

b
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() L] L] L[] L[] L] L] L] ]
ETOAOOODOONO
L] * L] L] L[] L] L] L] L]
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INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: Public Records
FEDERAL REPORTS CHECKED: None
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS
Complainants allege that Lewis E. Lehrman and New Yorkers
for Lew Lehrman, ("the Lehrman Committee”) made an excessive in-
kind contribution of mailing labels to the Sullivan for Senate

Committee ("the Sullivan Committee”) and concealed the source
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of this contribution by contributing through Citizens for the
Republic ("CFTR").
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

On December 20, 1984, this Office received a complaint from
Muriel F. Siebert and Whitney North Seymour, Jr., two
unsuccessful candidates for the New York Republican Senatorial
nomination in 1982, against Lewis E. Lehrman and New Yorkers for
Lew Lehrman, Mr. Lehrman's 1982 gubernatorial campaign committee.
The complaint centers around an allegation that “respondents
caused approximately 361,000 mailing labels addressed to 427,000
Republican Primary Voters (sic) in New York State to be made
available as an in-kind contribution" to the Sullivan Committee
in violation of the § 44la limits. Complainants also claim that
"in order to conceal the true source and value of such in-kind
contribution,” Lehrman's committee contributed the labels through
a conduit, CFTR, a California-based multicandidate committee, "in
violation of the provisions of 11 C.F.R. § 110.6." Complainants
allege that such violations were knowing and willful.

Complainants enclosed documents which they allege "give rise
to complainants' belief" in the truth of their claims. These
documents include: (1) a "Lehrman Governor Campaign Report"
describing efforts by Lehrman volunteers to complete a statewide
voter list known as a "Prime Voters List" by July 15, 1982; (2) a
May, 1982, price list from Election Computer Services, Inc.
containing a listing for "Prime Voter Lists" at $31 per thousand;

(3) a number of newspaper articles referring to the Sullivan




campaign's mailing list, including an article referring to a
mailing to "more than 427,000 Republicans around the state;" (4)
Conservative Party pre-primary literature displaying Lehrman's
endorsement of Sullivan; (5) copies of mailing panels from both
the Sullivan campaign and the Lehrman campaign showing the
similarity in the composition of the labels; and (6) schedules A
and B of the Sullivan for Senate Pre-Primary Report disclosing a
$3,368.85 in-kind contribution of mailing labels from CFTR to
Sullivan for Senate on August 20, 1984. A review by this Office
of CFTR's September, 1982 Report also disclosed an in-kind
contribution from CFTR to the Sullivan Committee on August 20,
1982.

On January 22, 1985, counsel for Mr. Lehrman and the Lehrman
Committee informed this Office that his clients had not received
the notification of complaint letter until January 11, due to the
fact that the Lehrman Committee had changed addresses. */ The
replies of these respondents, therefore, were not due until

January 28. A response from Lehrman and the Committee was
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recejived on January 28. The reply from counsel for CFTR was
received on January 23. The Sullivan Committee has yet to

respond.

*/ As New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman is not a registered political
committee, this Office had no way of knowing of the change of
address.




This Office is reviewing the responses received. Upon
completion of the review the General Counsel's Office will report

to the Commission with the appropriate recommendations.

Charles N, Steele
General Counsel

Kenneth A. Gross
Associate General Counsel
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Ronald E. Robertson

The President’s Authorized Camipaign Committec

440 First Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20001
Prid for by Reagan Bush ‘84; Paul Laxah, Chairman: Angela M. Buchanan Jack~on. Treasurer

‘ Federal Election Commission
- c/o Jonathan Levin

= REAGAN-BUSH 84

General Counsel of fes
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ATTORNLY . AT . LAW TWENTY-FOUR NORTH AVENUE

Ntw ROCHELLE. Nzw Yoax 10808
TELEPHONE: (914) ME 8-7080

1868
J: Levin/

s

v 9.2 Myl G

January 23, 198%

Office of the General Counsel
Federal Election Cammission
Washington, D.C. 20463
Attention: Jonathan Levin, Esq.

¢l

RE: MUR 1868
(Complaint of Muriel F. Siebert and Whitney N. Seymour, Jr.)

Ladies and Gentlemen:

2

This letter is in response to your letter and enclosures in the
above-captioned matter, dated December 31, 1984 but received by Respondents on
or about January 11, 1985. (Please note that Respandents are not located at the
address indicated on your records. All future correspondence should be sent to
my attention at the above address.) I am the attomey representing all
Respondents in this matter. However, my appearance herein in no way waives any
rights of any of the Respondents relating to jurisdiction or other procedural
matters.

In the above-captioned camplaint, it is alleged that Respondents "knowingly
and wilfully violated the contribution restrictions and limits"™ set forth in the
Federal Election Campaign Act, "in relation to the Primary Election in New York
State for the Republican Party Nomination for United States Senator, held an
Septamber 23, 1982." Respondents unequivocally deny this allegation.

850405

Further, Respondents urge that the camplaint be dismissea for failing to
camply substantially with the requirements of the Federal Election Cammission's
Regulations, inasmuch as complaint fails to identify any source of infommation
which gives rise to Camplainants' belief in the truth of the allegations made
against Respondents. The exhibits offered in substantiation of these
allegations are clearly irrelevant and do not relate to "the source of
infomation® which gave rise to any of the allegations set forth against
Respondents, nor do they give any indication of any violation of the law.
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'mi dmplalnmt. ut forth t:hru au.qaticm Fint. dmo that. 'm

ot sbout August 20, 1982, Respondents causad approximately m.noo mailing

labels addressed to 427,000 [sic) Republican Primary Voters in New York State u:'

“be made available a8 an in-kind contribution to the SULLIVAN FOR SENME
; pallticalcmdtteetotmlnndimtunmuminwott:hn EEI
candidacy of FLORENCE M. SULLIVAN for the Republican Party nomination for mit.ad‘
' States Senator in New York in the Primary Election held on: sqtdnr 23, 1982.
'Respondents specifically deny this allegation.

A careful miaotthorecomofud\mmttdlmmmch

contribution. Respondents Lehrman and Carey had no personal possession of ay
such labels.

ent "New Yorkers for Lew Lehmman® [hereinafter "Oommittee”] may have
had ownership of a list of voters who voted in Republican primaries, but made no
contribution of any such list or labels reflective of such list directly or
indirectly to the Sullivan campaign. This is substantiated by affimmetion of
, ent Timothy S. Carey, Treasurer of New Yorkers for Lew Lehrmman, which
affirmation is annexed hereto and made a part hereof.

The Comittee is a New York State politcal committee, and as such is
required to account, in a verified fom, to the New York State Board of
Elections. Under New York Law (Article 14 of New York's Election Law), the
Conmittee is reguired to disclose to the Board of Elections all expenditures
made by the Committee, as well as all transfers to other political committees.
A detailed examination of the Committee's records shows no such transactions.
If the Federal Election Cammission finds it helpful, Respondents are willing to
atteampt to abtain fram the New York State Board of Elections, a certified copy
of the Committee's swom financial disclosure statements for the time period in
question, (assuming such dated records are presently retained by the State Board
of Elections).

The second allegation in the camplaint alleges that “the fair market value
of such miling labels far exceeded” $1000. Respondents deny knowledge or
information sufficient to fom a belief as to this allegatmn. Further,
Respondents deny knowledge of even the existence of "such mailing labels® to
which this allegatiaon ers.

THIRD ALLEGATION

The third allegation is two-fold. The first part of the allegation is that
Respondents attenpted “to oconceal the true source and value of such in-kind
contribution.” Respondents deny that any contribution was made and accordingly,
deny that any attempt was made to conceal the true source or value of this
non-existent in-kind contribution.

The second part of the allegation is that the vehicle used in this alleged
concealment plot" was President Reagan's political action committee, "Citizens
For the Republic."™ Based upon Res ents' denial to the first part of this
allegation, the second part is denied a fortiori. Further, the Respondents,
upon infomation and belief, deny that any such labels were given to "Citizens
For the Republic" by the Respondents.

=02
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Outplninmu' Exhibits pmvido no runmd:le grounds for any of
cuplainmu' allegations. Each of complainants® exhibits is discussed at
length below. For the sake of logic, the exhibits are discussed below in:
du:mological rather than aJ.phabctien order.

STy B

o 'mo first exhibit, chronologically, is Exhibit B: a price list from a label
and list vendor, dated May 1982, showing the cost of purchasing a "Prime Voters
List® in that month. Presumably, this is in support of establishing the fair
Iﬁl':ket value of a prime voters list. (Allegation Two.) In actuality, Exhibit B

shows the cost of such a list, same four months before the alleged
contribution and some five months before the Primary in question. It fails to
take into oconsideration the rapid diminution of the value of this type of
time-sensitive list as the Primary approaches.

Exhibit B does demonstrate, however, that as early as May 1982 — several
months before even the partial campletion of any primary voters list to be
developed by Respondent-New Yorkers for Lew Lehman (see Exhibit A) — a Prime
Voters List was available from at least one private label-list vendor to those
willing to purchase it. Presumably even Complainants were at liberty to
purchase such a list.

Further, Complainant attempts to place a monetary value on the volunteer
man-hours expended in developing such a list by their explanatory comment that
the price shown does "not include the actual labor costs and expenses for
compiling the raw data” used in such a list. Certainly Camplainant cannot be
implying that time spend by campaign volunteers can be translated into a dollar
figure. At what rate? Minimum wage? A negotiated price? The implications of
Camplainants' explanation of Exhibit B not anly are unthinkable but are totally
irrelevent to the issue at hand.

EXHIBIT A

Exhibit A, an excerpt fram a New Yorkers for Lew Lehman newsletter, dated
July 1, 1982, reports that at that peint in time the Committee, through the
manpower of its volunteers, had campiled approximately three-fourths of a
statewide Republican primary voters list. The list was to be used in Lew
Lehman's Republican primary for Govemor of New York State, which was held an
the same date as the Sullivan Primary for Senate. Respondents have no reasan to
believe that the newsletter is inaccurate. However, the excerpt demonstrates
merely the probable existence of three-quarters of a Republican primary voters
list being campiled by Lehman volunteers in the Summer of 1982. It does not
show the existence of any labels. It does not show a contribution in any way,
shape or form. Moreover, it does not show anything of relevance to the alleged
violation of the FECA, for certainly using volunteer manpower to develop a list
for potential use in a Gubematorial primary violated no statute, Federal or
State.

“3e
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aimlugi ly, the next exhibit (Exhibit J) is a copy of
rported to be a disclosure to the Federal Election Commissic
or Senate committee showing a pa t to Citizens for the |
20, 1982, for n-lm;g lzbelsg, re is no cation as
aidresses were on said lsbels. There is no indication _ a1
by said iture were labels containing the names and s of R
prin eors. There is no indication .the labels paid for b
gpmuu?)o were the same labels shown on Complainants’ other

: , :

Further, there is no nexus shown, whatsoever, between the payment to
Citizens For the Republic for mailing labels and i:rhn voters list; or
between the mail labels E:'esund)ly miﬂeﬂ by Citizens For the Republic and
any list owned by an or for matter, between Citizens For the
Republic, and any of the Respondents, in any way.

This Complainants' Exhibit J merely demonstrates that the authorized
Sullivan campaign committee paid Citizens For the Republic for scme mailing
labels of same sort, and lawfully disclosed said fact. dents deny
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief a8 to the existence or
alscmracy of said FEC disclosure, or as to the nature or existence of said

EXHIBIT D

Cc?tainmts' Exhibit D is a copy of a newspaper article dated September 7,
1982. article states in pertainant part, that the manager for the Sullivan
camwpaign declared that "No candidate running against Florence Sullivan has the
list we do.* The list mentioned well have been the labels purchased fram
Citizens For the Republic, apparently disclosed to the Federal Election
Commission same 18 days before the article in question, (a8 evidenced by
Camplainants' Exhibit J, and as discussed fully above). Respondents have no
knowledge or information sufficient to fomm a belief as to the existence of or
content of the list mentioned in said article.

The Septamber 7th article also states that "the Sullivan campaign is
banking heavily on a statewide mailing to likely primary voters.” From this
one sentence and the camwpaign manager's quote, Camplainants would have the
Cammission conclude that the list mentioned in the article was ane surreptiously
supplied in the form of labels originating with the Respondents and transmitted
across the continent twice in a conspiracy with President Reagan's political
action committee, ultimately to be used to steal the New York Primary election
fram the Camplainants. In should be noted, incidentially, that all of these
alleged machinations were supposed to have occurred during a pericd when
Respondents were embroiled in their own Statewide Primary for the Republican
namination for Govemor.

EXHIBIT C

Exhibit C is a copy of a newspaper story published nearly a week after the
story evidenced by Exhibit D. Exhibit C reports that Mrs. Sullivan "is hoping
to raise enough [money] for a mailing to the 563,253 Republicans who voted in
the party's 1980 Senate primary." We fail to understand the significance or
relevence of this exhibit to the Camplainants' allegations; and we fail to see
how this Exhibit provides any basis sufficient to create a belief that
Reerondmts' violated the FECA. However, it should be noted that the New
Yorkers for Lew Lehrman list discussed above (in reference to Exhibit A) was not
merely a list of those "Republicans who woted in the party's 1980 Senate
primary" which apparently was the camposition of the alleged Sullivan list.

242
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~than 427,000 [sic] Republicans around the state,” a8 being significant and in
. same way relevent to the allegations in their complaint. Once again this um
. exhibit which has no spparent bearing on the source of information upon which

EXHIBIT B

txlplainmts' Exhibit E is a copy of a Septemwber 24, 198& (M—Pﬁm&y)
article headlined "Sullivan victory confimms GOP's shift to right."

Complainants point to a sentence in said article stating that “Bullivan‘s aides
attributed her victory to a mailing that went cut over the past week to more

Complainants® allegations are made. ' Respondents deny knowledge or informaticn

sufficient to detemmine the reason for the Sullivan victory; although even the

headline of the article labeled Camplainants' Exhibit E suggests an alternative
reason for the Sullivan victory.

EXHIBIT P

The remaining exhibits (Exhibits F,G,H, and I) bear no dates.
Camplainants' Exhibit F is purported to be “a copy of the Sullivan pre-Primary
direct mail piece, which was sent out in the name of the New York State
Conservative Party State Comnittee under its Non-Profit Organization permit.”
Here again, there is absolutely no nexus shown, or even intimated, between this
exhibit and Respondents. Respondents deny knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief a8 to the existence or distribution of the flyer at Exhibit F.

EXHIBITS G,H & I

Camplainants' Exhibits G, H, and I, are purported to be "copies of mailing
panels on foregoing Sullivan direct mail pieces [Exhibit F] and of
contemporaneous direct mail pieces sent out by Respondents, showing the physical
similarity in make-up and camposition of the mailing labels." This is the crux
of the Complainants' foundation for its series of allegations against
Respondents. That is, the Complainants base their allegations solely an the
contention that the labels found at Exhibits G, H and I (allegedly fram three
Sullivan flyers out of either same 361,000 or same 427,000 or same 563,253
flyers alleged mailed) were similar -— but in no case identical -- to the tour
labels found on the Lehman flyers at Exhibits G, H and I. From this we are
asked to believe that a "knowing and wilful violation of the [Federal]
contribution restrictions and limits" took place.

Camplainants simply ignore the possibility that the labels could have been
obtained fram the same label vendor; or the possibility that the labels ocould
have been obtained fram different vendors with the same or similar camputer
software programs or camputer hardware used in generating the labels; or the
possibility that the labels just happen to look similar, since there are only a
limited number of ways to type a name and address on a label. Instead,
Camplainants weave a transcontinental conspiracy with a legion of alleyations
and speculations without basis in fact.




In summary, Respondents contend that the o:wlaint is without merit, and
fails in form, in addition to failing in substance. Respondents deny any
wrong~doing alleged by Complainants, and urge that the Commission diamiss this
camplaint as it relates to each and every cne of the Respondents herein.

y submitted,




_Before the Federal Election Commission

MURIEL F. SIEBERT and WHITNEY MORTH SEYMOUR, JR.
Complainants,
- against -

NEW YORKERS FOR LEW LEHRMAN; TIMOTHY S. CAREY as
Treasurer of NEW YORKERS FOR LEW LEHRMAN and
individually; and LEWIS LEHRMAN

Respondents.

I, Timothy S. Carey, Respondent herein, being duly sworn depose and
affimm:

1. That I reside in the Town of Cortlandt, County of Westchester, State
of New York.

2. That at all times since its inception, I was and am the Treasurer of
a New York State political committee, known as "New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman.*

3. That said cammittee is duly registered with the New York State Board
of Elections and has been authorized to support the 1982 candidacy of Lew
Lehman for Governor of the State of New York.

4. That I make this affimmation in support of Respondents' answer to
Camplainants' camplaint filed on or about December 20, 1984, and in support of
Respondents' reguest for dismissal of said camplaint.

5. That, as Treasurer of New Yorkers for Lew Lehman, I have complied
fully with New York's Election Law, and accordingly, have regularly disclosed to
the New York State Board of Elections, all expenditures and transfers made by
said caommittee, under penalties of perjury.




| -iiwbmmby New lmkou m:m--imm in m.oporr. ot or in owuﬁtim to
! tho candidacy of any candidate for Federal otﬂm.

7. That I hlvcnaithermmrcmcd to be made, eitherpemmauy or

mweq:mityu'rxmruotuﬂ!od&m for Lew Lahman, mytmsfanor
: qmtr:lbutlm in-kind or in euh to United States Senate cmd:ldlta Florence
Sulllvm or to her authorized cupaim committee at any time in 1982.

8. That I have neither made nor caused to be made, either personally or
in my capacity as Treasurer of New Yorkers for Lew Lehman, any transfers or
contributions in-kind or in cash to an organization known as "Citizens For the
Republic® at any time in 1982.

9. That, uwon infommation and belief, Respondent "New Yorkers for Lew
Lehman® has made no transfers or contributions in—kind or in cash to United
States Senate candidate Florence Sullivan or to her authorized campaign
camittee at any time in 1982.

10. That, upon information and belief, Respondent "New Yorkers for Lew
Lehman" has made no transfers or contributions in-kind or in cash to an
organization known as "Citizens For the Republic” at any time in 1982.

11. That, upon infomation and belief, Respondent Lewis E. Lehrman made

no transfers or contributions in-kind or in cash to United States Senate

candidate Florence Sullivan or to her authorized campaign cammittee at any time
in 1982.

12. That, upon infommation and belief, Respondent Lewis E. Lehman made
no transfers or contributions in-kind or in cash to an organization known as
“Citizens For the Republic®" at any time in 1982.

13. That at no time have I ever possessed a set of “approximately
361,000 mailing labels addressed to 427,000 Republican Primary Voters in New
York State.*

14. That at no time did I ever cause any such set of labels “to be made
available for use in a direct mail campaign in support of the candidacy of
Florence M. Sullivan for the Republican namination for United States Senator in

New York in the Primary Electiaon held on September 23, 1982."
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Lum:nm to cause mymﬁuut of labels "to be made. available !:oruse i a
o agmt, nu c-pdm in support of the cmdidacy of Florence M. Buuivm for the
‘Republican nomination for United sm- sSenator in New York in the Prl.luy
'zuecum held on September 23, 1982."

| 16. M.mintomtimmdbeliet. atmtimmmqutofuw
Yorkers foerLd_u:nm wermthorizad to cause any such set of labels "to be
made available for use in a direct mail campaign in support of the candidacy of
Florence M. ‘éu‘]..nvim for the Republican nomination for United States Senator in
New York in the Pginuy Election held on September 23, 1982."

17. That, upon information and belief, at no time did any agent of New
Yorkers for Lew Lehman ever cause any such set of labels “to be made available
for use in a direct mail campaign in su;port of the candidacy of Florence M.
Sullivan for the Republican namination for United States Senator in New York in
the Primary Election held on Septamber 23, 1982."

18. That, I never attempted to conceal or caused anyone to attempt to

conceal the true source and value of any contribution to any Federal candidate.

Dated: January 26, 1985
Swom to before me this 26th day

of January, 1%

FRANK P. L JR.
Notary Public, State of New York
Qualified in Westchester County
Camnission Expires March 30, 1986
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NY__10805-350

914/632-7069

The above-named individual is hereby designated as ny &
counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other
comﬁunicationl from the Commission and to act on oy behalf before

the Commission.

D/ ( Sign';:;x:fzt ga\ﬁj

RESPONDENT'S NAME: Timothy S. Carey, Individually and as Treasurer of New Yorkers
for Lew Lehrman

ADDRESS : c/o New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman

Suite L
24 North Avenue

New Rochelle, NY 10805
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914/737-8804

914/285-2800

Mr. Trotta is to serve as counsel both to Mr. Carey and
to the committee.
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Rdﬁald E. Robertson'
Attorney at Law

"~ Buite 400 Uy J ALY

440 girlt Street, N.W. I

Wash ton, D.C. 20001 s

o EORY MUR. (§68

January 23, 1985 SR Y,
s X
By Messenger g
Federal Election Commission Z
1325 K Street, N.W. :33{
Washington, D.C. 20463
0
Attention: Jonathan Levin, Esq. T
Re: MUR 1868 7

Dear Mr. Levin: a

Pursuant to the General Counsel's letter with enclosures
dated December 31, 1984, addressed to Arthur J. Deliinger, Jr.,
Treasurer of Citizens for the Republic, which was received on
January 8, 1985, enclosed please find Statement of Designation
of Counsel of Citizens for the Republic.

Also enclosed please find the Response of Citizens for the
Republic and its Treasurer, Arthur J. Dellinger, Jr. to the
complaint filed with the Commission in the above-captioned
matter.

Singcerely,

Ronald E. Robertson
Attorney at Law
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Ronald E. Robertson

440 FPirst Street NW

wWashington, DC 20001

. TELEPHONE : (202) 383-1979

The above-named individual'is hereby designated as my
counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other
communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before
the Commission.
meen Py oehiaee

Signature ]
Fiona M. Cochrane, Assistant Treasurer

Citizens for the Republic
1253-7th Street, Ste. 200

Santa Monica, CA 90401

(818) 880-4338

(213)451-8548
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

MURIEL F. SIEBERT and
WHITNEY NORTH SEYMOUR, JR.

Petitioners,
MUR 1868
v.
RESPONSE OF CITIZENS FOR
LEWIS E. LEHRMAN, THE REPUBLIC AND ITS
NEW YORKERS FOR LEW LEHRMAN, TREASURER, ARTHUR J.
DELLINGER, JR.
Respondents.

On December 20, 1984, Petitioners, Muriel F. Siebert and
Whitney North Seymour, Jr., filed a complaint with the Federal
Election Commission ("Commission") in which they alleged that
Lewis E. Lehrman and New Yorkers for Lew Lehrmen ("Named
Respondents"”) violated 2 U.S.C. Section 441a by making
contributions to the "Sullivan for Senate" campaign committee in
excess of the proscribed limits. Petitioners also alleged that
the named Respondents attempted to conceal said contributions by
meking them through a conduit, namely Citizens for the Republic
("CFIR"), a California based multi-candidate political committee
registered with the Commission. Although Petitioners did not name
CFIR as s party Respondent, the Commission, nevertheless, on
December 31, 1984, forwarded a copy of the complaint to CFIR for
response.

CFIR and its Treasurer, Arthur J. Dellinger, Jr., submit
this response pursuant to 2 U.S.C. Section 437g(a)(1) and 11 CFR

111.6(a) and for the reasons set forth below respectfully request
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thet this Commission find thet there is no reason to believe

that CFIR or its Treasurer violated eny provision of the Federal
Election Cempeign Act of 1971, as emended ("FECA") .
Specifically, the complaint, to the extent that it purports to
involve CFIR in improper conduct, must be dismissed forthwith for

two reasons. First, as to CFIR the complaint fails to comport
with the minimum procedural requirements specified in the

Comnission's Regulations. And second, sany contributions thet
were made by CFIR to the Sullivan for Senate committee were mede
in the normel course of CFIR's political activities, were
completely legal and proper, and did not, in any wey, involve
Lewis E. Lehrman, New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman, or sny other
group or committee. Moreover, CFIR did not in this instance nor
at any other time act as a conduit for either of the named
Respondents. Consequently, there is no besis either in fact or
in law to support a "Reason to Believe" finding with respect <o
CFIR and thus, the complaint, as it relates to CFIR, must be
dismissed.
Facts

This complaint was instituted by two unsuccessful candidates
for the Republican Party nomination for United States Senmate in
New York. The primary election in question was held on September
23, 1982. The complaint alleges that the Sullivan for Senate
comnittee, which was the committee of the prevailing candidate,

received excessive in-kind contributions from the named

Respondents, namely lewis E. Lehrman, an individual, and New Yorkers

for Lew Lehrmen, 2 non-federal political committee.
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Specifically, the Petiticners sllege thet the nemed Reepondents
"caused approximately 361,000 mailing labels eddressed to 427,000
Republican Primary Voters in New York State to be made availsble
as an in-kind contribution to the SULLIVAN FOR SENATE comnittee
for use in & direct mail cempeign in support of the candidecy of
FLORENCE M. SULLIVAN. . " See, Camplaint, Peregraph 1 [ceps in
originel]. Petitioners further sllege thet the value of ssid in-
kind contributions exceeded the $1,000 limit set forth in 2
U.S.C. Section 441a. Complaint, Paragraph 2.

Petitioners also allege that the nemed Respondents attempted
to conceal the source and value of the alleged 1in-kind
contributions by causing "the meiling labels to be contributed to
the Sullivan campeign through a8 conduit, to wit, CITIZENS FOR THE
REPUBLIC . . .in violation of the provisions of 11 CFR Section
110.6." See, Camplaint, Paragraph 3 [caps in originel].

In support of their claims, Petitioners attached an array of
newspaper clippings, mailing labels and peges from an FEC Report
of Receipts and Disbursements for the Sullivan for Senste
comnittee dated September 10, 1982. However, in all of the
documentation so provided, the only mention of Citizens for the
Republic, appears on the FEC filings of the Sullivan for Senate
committee which properly indicate thet CFIR mede an in-kind
contribution of meiling lsbels having a value of $3,368.85.

Arguent.

I. THE COMPLAINT MUST BE DISMISSED BECAUSE IT FAILS TO COMPORT
WITH THIS COMMISSIONS' PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS.

The Jjoining of CFIR as a perty to this matter 1is

procedurally defective for two reasons. First, the complaint
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only nemes two party Respondents, i.e., Lewis E. Letwmen and New
Yorkers for Lew Lehrmen. Ineamuch as CFIR was not so nemed, it
is improper for the Office of General Counsel to amend, sus
sponte, Petitioners' compleint by Joining CFIR without the
approval of the Commission. And second, with respect to CFIR,
the complaint contains no evidence, inferential or otherwise,

sufficient to satisfy the documentation requirements set forth in
this Commission's Regulations.

A. The Complaint Must be Dismissed as to CFIR, Because
Petitioners Di CFIR as a Respondent in aint.

The FECA and the Regulations created and recognize two
distinct forms of compliance actions: (1) Matters externslly
initiated by complaint, and (2) Metters internally generated from
information ascertained by the Commission. Different procedures
apply to each type of action. See, 11 CFR 111.3. The current
matter before the Commission was externally generated by a
complaint and thus, the procedural rules governing such metters
pertain. Specifically, in a complaint-generated matter, the
petitioner must "clearly identify as a respondent each person or
entity who 1is aslleged to have committed a violation." 11 CFR
111.4(d)(1) [(Pmpbasis supplied]. Here, neither CFIR nor its
Treasurer was identified in the complaint as a Respondent. Quite
to the contrary, the Petitioners took care to specifically
identify as "Respondents" those persons or entities against whom
they wished the Commission to proceed, namely: (1) Lewis E.
Lehrman and (2) New Yorkers for Lew Lehrmen. Neither CFIR nor
its Treasurer was ever identified in the complaint as a

Respondent and as such, neither is a proper party to this action.
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CFIR and its Tressurer recognize that Petitioners, cen if
they wish, emend the instant complaint or file a new complaint,
naming CFIR and its Treesurer as party-respondents. However,
under the complaint as filed, the Office of General Counsel 1is
powerless to act on its own initiative to amend this complaint

and {institute proceedings against CFIR. To permit the Genersl
Counsel to do 80 would be to subvert the highly restrictive

provisions of this Commission's Regulations which require that
internally generated matters must first be approved by the
Commission itself. See 11 CFR 111.8-111.9.

B. The Complaint As to CFIR Must be Dismissed Becsuse it

Fails to Incorporate or Otherwise Set Forth of the Required
Supporting Informetion or Documentstion. S

The drafters of the FECA and its Regulations recognized only
too well that political campeigns can breed resentment and that
unless the compliance process were properly monitored, it might
well turn into a font for disgruntled candidates and supporters.
Consequently, in order to preserve the integrity of the
administrative process and to prevent the Commission from
becoming hopelessly embroiled in petty pertisan bickering, the
Regulations attempt to ensure that only those grievances
supported by appropriate evidence and documentstion would quelify
for treatment as a valid "complaint." Specifically, the
Regulations require that statements in a complaint which are not
based on personal knowledge "should be accompanied by an
identification of the source of information which gives rise to
the complainants belief in the truth of such statements."” 11 CFR

111.4(d)(2). In the case sub judice, nothing in the complaint
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1s besed on the perscnal knowle’ge of the Petitioners. Indeed,
the Petitioners explicitly acknowledge that everything in the
complaint is besed merely on "information end belief." See,
Complaint, Page 2, lines 1-2. Inasmuch @8 nothing in the
complaint is based on personal knowledge, the Petitioners were
obligated +to delhineate the sources of their information
supporting the allegations of wrongdoing. However, nothing
either set forth in the compleint nor attached to it as an
Exhibit, supports, either inferentially or otherwise, the bald-
faced assertion contzined in peragrsph 3 of the Compleint thet
CFIR was acting as a conduit for the nemed Respondents.
Moreover, Petitioners have totally failed to provide any insight
into the source of the information supporting their assertion
that CFIR acted as a conduit. In short, since the complaint
contains & purely conclusory statement, unsupported or
unattributed, it falls woefully short of even meeting the minimum
adequacy standards set forth in 11 CFR 111.4(d)(2) and thus,
should be dismissed forthwith.

II. CITIZENS FOR THE REPUBLIC DID NOT ACT, AND NEVER HAS ACTED,
AS A CONDUIT FOR CONTRIBUTIONS TO SULLIVAN FOR SENATE.

The gist of Petitioners' complaint seems tc be that (1)
since the Sullivan for Senate committee sent meilings to 427,000
Republicans [Petitioners' Exhibit E] and (2) since a Lehrman
newsletter indicated that lehrman volunteers were compiling a
"Prime Voters List" for all 62 counties of New State
[Petitioners' Exhibit A] and (3) since CFIR reported having mede
an in-kind contribution of meiling labels to the Sullivan for

Senate committee, then CFIR must have acted as a conduit between
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the nemed Respondents and Sullivan for Senate for the purpose of
concealing the source and velue of lists and labels provided to
the latter by the former. The position of the Petitioners defies
both logic and retionsl reasoning. Simply etated and as
demonstrated below, CFIR hes never, for any purpose, acted as a
conduit for Lewis E. Lehrman, New Yorkers for Lew Lehrmen, or for
any group or organizetion associated with either.

Citizens for the Republic is @& multi-candidate political
comnittee registered with this Commission (ID # CODO 75390). As
the attached affidavit of Psul M. Foley, Assistant Director of
CFIR, clearly demonstrates, CFIR has never mede a transfer of
any kind to Lewis E. Lehrmen or New Yorkers for Lew Lehrmen, nor
has CFIR ever made a trensfer to any group or committee,
including the Sullivan for Senate Committee, at the bequest of
lewis E. Lehrman or New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman. More
importantly, the in-kind contribution to the Sullivan for Senate
comnittee «videnced in the Reports of Receipts and Disbursements
filed by both the Sullivan for Senate committee and CFIR, which
consisted of 22,459 pre-printed "4-Up Cheshire labels" valued at
$150.00 per thousand, was made in the normal course of CFIR's
political aectivities. Specifically, CFIR, ss part of its normal
operations, either leases or contributes, as the case may be,
pre-printed mailing 1labels to certain candidates for federal
office. The labels, which were developed solely by CFIR, were
tendered to the Sullivan for Senate committee as an in-kind
contribution and were accompanied by CFIR's standard tender

agreement which sets forth the value of $150.00 per thousand
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pre-printed labels. Clearly, this in-kind contribution of meiling
labels was entirely consistent with both CFIR's normel operating
procedures and the appliceable provisions of FECA and its
Regulations.

A scenerio which attempts to transform this reported
transfer of 22,459 labels into an eermarked transfer of over

400,000 labels is clearly without any besis in fact. In order
to constitute an esrmerked contribution under the Regulations,

the contributor must transfer something of value to the conduit
wvith instructions to thet conduit which results in the conduit
tranferring something of value to a clearly identifisble

candidate for federal office. See 11 CFR 110.6(b). In short, in

order for CFIR to be viewed as a conduit, CFTR must have
received something of value from a "contributor,"” in this case
Lewis E. Lehrman or New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman. As the attached
affidsvit of Paul M. Foley demonstrates, CFIR never received
anything of value from New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman. And the only
thing of value ever received by CFIR from Lewis E. Lebrman was a
$5,000.00 contribution, made on July 27, 1983, sapproximately
eleven months after CFIR's in-kind contribution to the Sullivan
for Senate committee. Thet contribution was mede in Mr.
Lehrman's capacity as an individusal contributor. These
averments are supported by CFIR's Reports of Receipts and
Disbursements which are on file with this Commission.
Furthermore, the meiling labels attached as Exhibts G, H, and I
to the Petitioners' complaint were not CFIR meiling labels, did
not contain the names of individuals on CFIR's mailing lists and
were not transferred to the Sullivan for Senate committee by
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CFIR.

In short, the in-kind contribution attecked by Petitioners
in their complaint was entirely proper, wes made in the normal
course of CFIR's political activities, wes not mede at the
suggestion or request of Lewis E. Lehrmen or New Yorkers for Lew

Lehrman, wes within the proscribed limits end was dutifully
reported to the Commission by both CFIR and the Sullivan for

Senate committee. As the Affidavit of Psul Foley demonstrates,
there 18 no evidence to support the proposition that CFIR was
acting as a conduit for either of the named Respondents nor for

any other person or committee.

Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons CFIR respectfully requests thet
the Commission find "No Reeson to Believe" that it violated any
provision of the FECA and that the complaint be dismissed.

Respectfully submitted,

Ronald E. Robertson
Attorney for Citizens for the
Republic
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AFFIDAVIT OF PAUL FOLEY

I, Paul Foley, being duly sworn, depose and say:

1. That I eam, eand at all times relevant herein have
been, the Assistant Director of Citizens for the Republic
("CFIR"); and

2. That in my capecity as Assistant Director I heave primery
responsiblity for overseeing the organization's direct meil
effort and also discharge, under the authority of the
Executive Director, such administrative functions as mey be
necessary; end

3. That I heve reviewed the complaint and attached exhibits
in MR 1868 including the mailing labels; and

4. That CFIR in the course of its normsl political
activities did in fact on August 20, 1982, meke an in-kind
contributions of 22,459 "4-Up Cheshire Mailing Labels" to
the federal committee Sullivan for Senate (FEC ID # COO1
58097); and

5. Thet the above referenced in-kind contribution was not
made at the suggestion of Lewis E. Lehrmen or New Yorkers
for lew Lehrman, but rather was mede in the normel course of
CFIR's activities as a multi-candidate political committee;
and

6. That at no time during 1982 or at any time prior thereto
did CFIR receive any contribution or other thing of value,
including meiling lists or labels, from lLewis E. Lehrmsn or
New Yorkers for lLew Lehrman. CFIR's records do indicate
that on July 27, 1983, it received a $5,000.00 personal
contribution from Lewis Lehrman. That contribution was in
no way related to the in-kind contribution made eleven
months earlier by CFIR to Sullivan for Senate; and

7. Thet the mailing lebels contributed to Sullivan for
Senate by CFIR were in fact the property of CFIR; were
compiled by CFIR; and further, those labels hed a fair market
value of $150 per thousand; and

8. That I have examined the mailing labels attached to the
complaint in this MUR and conclude that such labels were not
part of the 22,459 labels contributed to Sullivan for Senate
and moreover, none of the names set forth on those exhibits
is contained in CFIR's mailing lists; and




9. That the above referenced in-kind contribution +to
Sullivan for Senate was a bone fide contribution by CFIR to
Sullivan for Senate and that in so meking the contribution
CFIR did not ect as an agent or conduit for any person or

group.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

December 31, 1984

Whitney North Seymour, Jr.
100 Park Avenue, Room 2606
New York, New York 10017

Dear Mr. Seymour:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on December 20, 1984, against Lewis E. Lehrman
and New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman, which alleges violations of the
Federal Election Campaign laws. A staff member has been assigned
to analyze your allegations. The respondents will be notified of
this complaint within five days.

You will be notified as soon as the Commission takes final
action on your complaint. Should you have or receive any
additional information in this matter, please forward it to this
office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the same
manner as your original complaint. For your information, we have
attached a brief description of the Commission's procedure for
handling complaints. If you have any questions, please contact
Cheryl Thomas at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

Assoclate.Ge ral Counsel

Enclosure
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

December 31, 1984

Muriel P, Siebert
435 Rast 52nd Street
New York, New York 10028

Dear Mr. Siebert:

This letter is to acknowledge receipt of your complaint
which we received on December 20, 1984, against Lewis E. Lehrman
and New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman, which alleges violations of the
Federal Election Campaign laws. A staff member has been assigned

to analyze your allegations. The respondents will be notified of
this complaint within five days.

You will be notified as soon as the Commission takes final
action on your complaint. Should you have or receive any
additional information in this matter, please forward it to this
office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the same
manner as your original complaint. For your information, we have
attached a brief description of the Commission's procedure for
handling complaints. If you have any questions, please contact
Cheryl Thomas at (202) 523-4143.

Sincerely,

8 N, Steele
Counsel

Associate neral Counsel

Enclosure




5

0
<
)
o
tn
o
<

| ©

| 10
©

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON, D.C. 20463

December 31, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL
STED

Arthur J. Dellinger, Jr., Treasurer
Citizens for the Republic

1253 7th Street

Suite 200

Santa Monica, CA 90401

Re: MUR 1868
Dear Mr. Dellinger:

This letter is to notify you that on December 20, 1984, the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that the Citizens for the Republic and you, individually and as
treasurer, may have violated certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of
the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1868.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action gshould be taken against the committee and
you, individually as treasurer, in connection with this matter.
Your response must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commission
may take further action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2
U.S5.C. § 437g(a) (4) (B) and § 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

If you and your committee intend to be represented by
counsel in this matter please advise the Commission by completing
the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission. >




If you have any questions, please contact Jonathan Levin,
the staff menmber assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. Por
our information, we have attached a brief description of the
ommission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charlee N. Steele

Associate Gerferal Counsel

Enclosures

1. Complaint

2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

December 31, 1984

Lewis E. Lehrman
641 Lexington Avenue
New York, NY 10022

Re: MUR 1868
Dear Mr. Lehrman:

This letter is to notify you that on December 20, 1984, the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that you may have violated certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act®). A copy of
the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1868.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action should be taken agajinst you in connection
with this matter. Your response must be submitted within 15 days
of receipt of this letter. If no response is received within 15
days, the Commission may take further action based on the
available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

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

If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter
please advise the Commission by comgleting the enclosed form
stating the name, address and telephone number of such counsel,
and a statement authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.




If you have any questions, piease contact Jonathan Levin,
the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. Fror
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures

3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

December 31, 1984

T rer oy

TURN

RE

Timothy 8. Carey, Treasurer
New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman
641 Lexington Avenue

New York, New York 10022

Re: MUR 1868
Dear Mr. Carey:

This letter is to notify you that on December 20, 1984, the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that the New Yorkers for Lew Lehrman and you, individually and as
treasurer, may have violated certain sections of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of
the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1868.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action should be taken against the committee and
you, individually as treasurer, in connection with this matter.
Your response must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commission
may take further action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

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

If you and your committee intend to be represented by
counsel in this matter please advise the Commission by completing
the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.
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the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000.
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steel

enneth A, Gr
Associate Geyeral Counsel

By

3. Designation of Counsel Statement

ou have any questions, please contact Jonathan Levin,

For




~
T
™
N
n
o
N
o
n
©

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

December 31, 1984

Joseph M, Sussillo, Treasurer
Sullivan for Senate

437 Bay Ridge Parkway
Brooklyn, NY 11209

Dear Mr. Sussillo:

This letter is to notify you that on December 20, 1984, the
Federal Election Commission received a complaint which alleges
that the Sullivan for Senate committee and you, individually and

‘as treasurer, may have violated certain sections of the Federal

Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act"). A copy of
the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 1868.
Please refer to this number in all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate, in
writing, that no action should be taken against the committee and
you, individually as treasurer, in connection with this matter.
Your response must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this
letter. If no response is received within 15 days, the Commission
may take further action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the Commission's analysis of this matter.
Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 2

U.S.C. § 437g(a) (4) (B) and § 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify the
Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public.

If you and your committee intend to be represented by
counsel in this matter please advise the Commission by completing
the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephoiie number
of such counsel, and a statement authorizing such counsel to
receive any notifications and other communications from the
Commission.
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If you have any questions, please contact Jonathan Levin, -
the staff member assigned to this matter at (202) 523-4000. Por

your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedure for handling complaints.

8incerely,

Charles N. Steele

Associate

Enclosures

1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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Before the Federal Election Commission

COMPLAINT
(Pursuant to Title 2, U.S.C. § 437g and Title 11, CFR Part 110)

GENERAL COUNSEL ryqld“;i

Federal Election Commission /é;(pé?
1325 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

COMPLAINANTS :

MURIEL F. SIEBERT
435 East 52nd Street
New York, New York 10028

WHITNEY NORTH SEYMOUR, JR.
100 Park Avenue, Room 2606
New York, New York 10017

RESPONDENTS :

LEWIS E. LEHRMAN
641 Lexington Avenue
New York, New York 10022

NEW YORKERS FOR LEW LEHRMAN
Timothy S. Carey, Treasurer
641 Lexington Avenue

New York, New York 10022

| VIOLATION ALLEGED:

Knowing and wilful violation of contribution

i| restrictions and limits under Title 2, United States Code,

| Section 44la, and Title 11, CFR Part 110, in relation to the
i Primary Election in New York State for Republican Party

!l Nomination for United States Senator, held on September 23,

| 1982.
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Complainants MURIEL F. SIEBERT and WHITNEY NORTH
SEYMOUR, JR., state on information and belief as £ollow§:

1. On or about August 20, 1982, respondents caused
approximately 361,000 mailing labels addressed to 427,000
Republican Primary Voters in New York State to be made
available as an in-kind contribution to the SULLIVAN FOR
SENATE political committee for use in a direct mail campaign
in support of the candidacy of FLORENCE M. SULLIVAN for the

!l Republican Party nomination for United States Senator in New

i
i
|
{
|
i
!
i
!
|
|

York in the Primary Election held on September 23, 1982.

2. The fair market value of such mailing labels

| far exceeded the $1,000 limit which respondents were each

t allowed to contribute to SULLIVAN FOR SENATE under the

| provisions of 2 U.S.C. § 44la.

3. In order to conceal the true source and value

5of such in-kind contribution, respondents caused the mailing

labels to be contributed to the Sullivan campaign through a
Q conduit, to wit, CITIZENS FOR THE REPUBLIC, 1253 Seventh
3 Avenue, Santa Monica, California, in violation of the

|| provisions of 11 CFR § 110.6.

4. The sources of the information which give rise
to complainants' belief in the truth of the foregoing
statements are contained in the following documents marked as

exhibits and annexed hereto as follows:
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Exhibit A: Excerpt from a "Lehrman Governor
Campaign Report" newsletter issued by Respondents under date
of July 1, 1982, describes efforts of Lehrman volunteers and
coordinators to complete a "Prime Voters List" for all 62
counties of New York State by July 15.

Exhibit B: A May 1982 price list of Election
Computer Services, Inc. states that the fair market value of
punching and computer matching Prime Voter Lists in 1982 was
$31.00 per thousand, not including the actual labor costs and
expenses for compiling the raw data.

Exhibit C: A New York Times news story of

ESeptember 13, 1982, reported that Mrs. Sullivan "is hoping to
; raise enough for a mailing to the 563,253 Republicans who

| voted in the party's 1980 Senate primary."

Exhibit D: An Ithaca Journal news story of

i| September 7, 1982, stated that the Sullivan campaign "is

banking heavily on a statewide mailing to likely primary

voters" and gquoted Mrs. Sullivan's campaign manager, Michael

f Long, as stating: "No senate candidate running against

; Florence Sullivan has the list we do."

Exhibit E: A Poughkeepsie Journal news story of

f September 24, 1982 (the day after the Primary Election)
| stated that "Sullivan's aides attributed her victory to a

' mailing that went out over the past week to more than 427,000

Republicans around the state."
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Exhibit F: A copy of the Sullivan pre-Primary
direct mail piece, which was sent out in the name cf the New
York State Conservative Party State Committee under its
Non-Profit Organization permit.

Exhibits G, H and I: Copies of mailing panels on

the fcregoing Sullivan direct mail piece and of
contemporaneous direct mail pieces sent out by Respondents,
showing the physical similarity in make-up and composition of
the mailing labels.

Exhibit J: The cover page and Schedule A, Page 1

and Schedule B, Page 2 of the Report of Receipts and

: Disbursements for SULLIVAN FOR SENATE dated September 10,

é 1982, which reports an in-kind contribution of mailing labels
: having a declared value of $3,368.85 from CITIZENS FOR THE

; REPUBLIC.

Respondents deliberately circumvented the

3 contribution limits under the Federal Election Laws by using
? a California-based multi-candidate committee as a conduit for
ﬁ making a contribution of enormous practical value to the

ﬁ Sullivan campaign, to the injury and disadvantage of her

|| opponents.
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Swo to before, me
‘r?‘—dny of

.| Notary iic

e KAREN M. MULLER
i NOTARY PUBLIC, State of New York
No. 31-4354888
Qualified in New York County

5\ F Commisicn Expires March 30, 19 £

Sworn to before me this
Q2 /s# day of November 1984

fm/ )’W Cpgtl0—

Notary Public

T tan

""umo—. )
Comaission Exves sherch 30, 0L 10
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JUNE 233
Porum Besakfant

JUNE 24:

8uffalo, Buffalo Area
Chasber of Commerce
Lunc heon

JUNE 25:
Manhattan, National His-
paanic Assembly Dance

JUNE 29:

Guilderland, Preakfast
with Captital District
Volunteers

JUNE 29:
Rochester, Meeting with
Boards of Trustees of Area

Colleges

JUNE 30:
Stataen Island, Staten
Island Chamber of Commerce

JOLY 1:

8rooklyn, Douglas
YacActimr Republican Club,
39th AD Republican Club,
46th AD Republican Club

JULY 6:

Manhattan, New York Times
Republican Candidates
Oebat=2

UPCOMING APPEARANCES:

JULY 13:

Grossingers, NYS Broad-
casters Republican Cand-
didates Debate

JULY 15:
Manhattan, Leaders For Lew
Lehrman Breakfast

JULY 21:
AThany, NYS Chiefs of
Police Annual Meeting

JULY 21:

Saratoga, Saratoga Area
Friends of Lew Lehrman
Reception

ATTRACTS YOUNG PEOPLR

The Lelrman Campaign's
iatern prograa has
attractad a group of out-
standing young people.
Among their many responsi-
bilities, intecns ma ks
press runs and work on the
prime voters list.

We would like to welcome
the following {interns ¢o
the campaign and to thank
them for their tremendous
effort at the coanvemtion:

Christine Corey
Heidi Davidsoa
Tyler Ingham

Eric Leeds

phil Lipperx

Ray Mercitt
Chreistopher Potter
Marco Sulpizi

E4d Unneland

Anyone iaterested in the
campaign’s .iatecn prograa
should call Susan Yu at
212-759-8534.

OVERNOR
CAMPRIGN REPORT

SPOTLIGHT ON CAMPAIGN
INTERN PHIL LIPPER

A senior at Eisenhower
College in Seneca Falls,
Wew York, Philip Lipper
joined the campaign in June
as a summer intern. Phil
will assist John Steele in
all phases of technical op-
erations. A Public Policy
major and also chairman of
the Bisenhower College
Republican Club, Phil heard
Lew's Commencement Address
at Eisenhower College in
May and met him afterwards.
He commenced working on the
campaign shortly there-
after, wher:2 he's been
addressing mail (and
people) ever since.

P e e e

VOLUNTRBRS WRAPPLNG | '
UP PRIME VOTERS LIST
PROJECT

With extraordinary zeal,
and Adedication, Lehrman
volunteers throughout the
state have completad the
prime voters list in 47 of
62 countiss. The ramalaing
counties ara currently
wrapping up their PVL's. We
expect virtually all 62
counties to be completed by
July 15.

The tremendous voluntzcc
effort on this project
shows the size and scop: »f
Lew's support throughvat
the stats.

To everyone vwho has
worked on the PVL proie-t,
our heacrtfelt thanks. e
are especially proud of our
PVL coocdinatnrs and urge
anyone finterested ia gat-
ting involved in the cam-
paign to contact thea
directly. You can obtala
phone numbers by calling
Jerry Weil at 212-759-
8534.

.4

EXHIBT A7
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PRICE LIST MAY 1982

*Additional Copies - Prime Voters
*Age Selection
*Prime Ages
*Additional Copies - Prime Ages
*Tenant or Private Home Selection

* (plus cost of materials)

Sort
Carrier Route Sort
Cheshire Labels (Voter Registration File)
Pressure Sensitive Labels
Print AD/FD on label
Canvass Sheets
Index Cards
IBM Cards
**Carbon Copies
** (Carbons not available on IBM Cards, Index Cards
and Pressure Sensitive Labels)

Set-up Polling Places
Polling Place labels (Cheshire)
(Pressure Sensitive)

MIJIMUM ORDER

PRIME ‘OTER LISTS

Punch and Camputer Match Prime Voters

SPECIAL ITEMS

Phone Look-up - Camputer
Manual

Randam Samples

1.00M
8.00M
23.00M
11.50M
23.00M
34.50M
17.25M
8.00M

“aLLLraHvrnnann

1.0M
1.00M
4.00M
8.00M

.50M
6.00M
. 00M
. 00M
. 75M

-

“»araronnaorannen
= 00

$150.00
$ 10.00M
$ 16.50M

$ 75.00

$ 31.00M

$ 46.00
$ 70.00

$275.00

T
4

E

(net count)
(gross count)

per county plus
cost of materials

575 Lexington Avenue ® New York, New York 10022 e (212) 750-8844
333 Jericho Turpike ® Jericho, New York 11753 ¢ (516) 931-7077

L EXHIBIT"_B "
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PRICE LIST MAY 1982 (continued)

OCOMPUTER LETTERS

Mailgraph - (Stock form and Envelope)
Telegrams - (Stock fom and Envelope)
Letters - Monarch

- 8% x 11
MINIMUM ORDER

LETTER SHOP COSTS

Affix Cheshire Labels
Insert up to 2 Pieces

Additional Pieces
Tie, Bag (bulk)

(First Class)

Carrier Route Surcharge
Meter
Folding
Affix Postage Stamps

MINIMIM ORDER

ENVELOPES AND PRINTING

$ 85.00M
$ 85.00M
Request Price Quote
Request Price Quote

$500.00
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New York Scate Conservative Party State Commintee
1982 Victory Fund
48 East 20th Street
New York, New York 10016

THERE ARE TWO LIBERALS
AND ONE REAGAN REPUBLICAN RUNNING FOR
UNITED STATES SENATOR.

THE REAGAN REPUBLICANIS...
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: §S THE ONLY CANDIDATE WHC

~ SUPPORTS PRESIDENT REAGAN ON

- ALL THESE ISSUES:

f —Tax reductions for working Americans.

~—A criminal justice system that does not let

_ the John Hinckleys free, and protects iaw

. abiding citizens from street criminals.

- =United StatesMilitary Forces second to none.

| =T0 deny the Soviet Union access to vital
American

technology.
: —Tun-on Tax Credits for parents sending
~ their children to private and parochial

are all facing. She is the widow of a

8 supported herself through St. John's Law
‘sumsewedasml\wmusmci

pmey and has represented the

&f’ jcidie-class community of Bay Ridge for two
!erms in the New York State Legislature.

e

“FLORENCE SULLIVAN IS A LIFELONG
CONSERVATIVE REPUBLICAN. HER
LIBERAL OPPONENTS HAVE FOUGHT
AGAINST THE CONSERVATIVE POLICIES
OF RONALD REAGAN, AL DAMATO
AND JACKKEMP.”  \ycHAEL R. LONG

: COUNCILMAN-AT-LARGE
Whitney North Seymour, Jr. has described
himself as “A John Lindsay Republican.”

While serving in the State Senate he voted
to weaken the Death Penalty and opposed
stitfer penalties for murderers, rapists,and other
violent criminals.

Moreover, he opposes President Reagan on
tuition tax credits, the Balanced Budget
Amendment, voluntary prayers in public
places, and improving our defense forces.

Muriel Siebert, Hugh Carey's Superintendent
of Banks, contributed to the campaigns of ,
Senator Moynihan and Hugh Carey (her iatest
contribution was $1,000 to Carey in December
of 1981).During this race Siebert has called her-
self a "raving liberal” on social issues, she has
called for the legalization of illegal drugs, and
gh% ha? called for reductions in the defense

udget.
9" “FLORENCE SULLIVAN OFFERS

REFRESHING OPPOSITION TO LEFT-
LEANING REPUBLICAN OPPONENTS
UKE SEYMOUR AND SIEBERT. SHE IS
CERTAINLY OUR BEST BET AGAINST
MOYNIHAN IN NOVEMBER." .
RICHARD E. SCHERMERHORN, SENATOR
cepbegcsobo

“FLORENCE SULLIVAN IS THE ONLY .
ONE WHO CAN BEAT THE LIBERAL

DANIEL MOYNIHAN.”
ROBERT HECKMAN
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
FUND FOR A CONSERVATIVE MAJORITY

“MOYNIHAN'S LIBERALISM IS NOT

. WHAT NEW YORKERS WANT

O_R NI FLORENCE SULLIVAN

ASSEMBLYWOMAN

While Florence Sullivan has repeatedly voted
for the Death Penalty, Moynihan twice voted
against it in the United States Senate.

While Florence Sullivan believes in the
importance of education in neighborhood
schools, Moynihan has voted for the busing
of school children.

While Florence Sullivan has voted for tax
cuts, Moynihan voted against tax reductions
for people earning $25,000 and less.

While Florence .Sullivan is a staunch
supporter of President Reagan, Moynihan
supported Jimmy Carter 75% of the time.

Vote Sullivan on September 23.

S 8
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GFot ',m Authorized Committue

(AL

196 NV Rep casgq Sommer P oA

: 1 Mcﬂ Commitvee (in Full) ‘ 2. BEC idanti M_N\q. ' .
SULLIVAN FOR SENATE co0i ST LI o e -
Address (Number and Sereet) 3. lethis Report an Amendrent?, .
437 Bsy Ridge Pkwy. : O YES 3 nd:l- uU.
City, State and ZIP Code 'O Check If address Is ditferent than previovely reported.
Brooklyn, N.Y. 11209
e, TYPE OF REPORT
] Aril 15 Quarterty Report K] Tweifth dsy report preceding Primary
1Type of tlection)
&) July 18 Quarterly Report Sept.23,1982 New York
election on In the State of
[ October 15 Quarterly Report
Thirtieth day report following the General Election
] Janusry 31 Year End Report
) on in the State of
> O July 31 Mid Year Report (Non-election Year Only)
i Termination Report
" Thisreport contains activity for— X Primary Election O General Election O Special Election 0 Runoff Election
: | SUMMARY Column A Column B
@ "7/1/82 9/3/82; This Period Calendar Year-1o-Date
G‘; 5. Covering Period : —. Through. . e :
Q‘. 6. Net Contributions (other than loans):
t‘)' {a) Totsl Contributiom(gﬁmmmloam) (from Line 11e) .. ........ S $14.051 s 15044 . Lb
{b) ToulContribmionRIlfunds(ftomUMZOd)...........- ..... i -0- $ _o-
; {c) Nst Contributions (other than loans) (Subtract Line 6b from 6a). . -4 S $14,051 $ 16,0u4b. .44
7. Net Operating Expendi 2
2 {a) Total Operating Expenditures (from Line 17). ................ $ $8802.90 $ 9,552.34
¥ (b) Total Offsets to Op¢rating Expenditures (from Line 14). . ....... $ -0- $ ~0-
© (c) Net Operating Exp¢nditures (Subtract Line 7Tbfrom 7a). ........ $ $8802.90 $ 9,552.34
L? g Cash on Hand at Close ¢t Reporting Period (from Line 27) . .. ........ $ $5492.10 e :
© 9. Debts and Obligations Pwed TO the Committes $ -0-
(itemize all on Scheffule Cor Schedule D) . .. ......cccveeeen. d $
10. Debts and Obligations) BY the Committee
(itemize all on Schidule Cor Schedule D) ... ...........ouu... $ $14629.89
I certify that | have examingd this Wmmmmxummwmwm For further information, contact:

it is true, correct and comppte.

Feders! Election Commission
illo Tolt Fres 8004249530
5 Local 202-523-4068

Joseph M. Sus

o} Print Name of Tsgsurer

9/40/82

L EXHIBIT " "

30, erToneous, or incomplets information may subject the person signing this Report 1o the penalties of 2 U.S.C. §437g.

H previous versions of FEC FORM 3 snd FEC FORM 3a are obsoiets snd should no longer be used.

FEC FORM 3 (3/80)




 SCHEDULEA % \TEMIZED RECEIPTS

Noma of Committes (in Full)

| Any inforimation copied from sch Reports or Statements may not be sold of used by sny person for the purposs of saliciting contributions or for
| commercist purposes, other then using the name and eddress of eny political committes to solicit contributions from such committes. :

A. Full Neme, Malling Address and 2P Code
Michael Levin
189 East 85th Street
New York, New York 10021

Neme of Employee

Self-employed

Receipt For: 6 Primery O General
O Other lpecify):

Qecupation

dey, yoor)
7/21

te Yearto-Dete—$

Amwmﬁlm‘ y
Roceiot this Period
$500.

8. Full Name, Mailing Address and ZIP Code
Michael Denihan

44 Heighos<Rbad
Plandome, New York 11030

| Name of Employer -

Information: ﬁnobtai
to date will follo

" Receipt For: 8 Primery O Genersl
O Other (specify):

Occupation

Aggregate Yeer-to-Dete—$

C. Full Neme, Mailing Address and ZIP Code

: Fund For A Conservative
] Majority-- 302 5th StreetN.E.
Washington, D.C.

Name of Employer
IN-KIND

Receipt For: O Primery O General
O Otiver lspecify):

Occupstion

Aggregate Yesr<to-Oste—$

Amount of Esch
Receipt This Period

$3300.

D. Full Name, Mailing Address end
Citizens For The Republic
1253 Seventh Street
Santa Monica, California

Name of Employer
In-Kind

Receipt For: X Primary O Genersl
O Other (specify):

Occupation

Aggregete Yearto-Dete—$

Amount of Each
Receipt This Period
$3368.85

E. Full Name, Mailing Adkiress and ZIP Code

Congress of Conservative
Contributors--~ 150 Nassau St.
New York, New York

Name of Employer
In-Kind

Receipt For: ) 1 Primary O Generzl
O Other {specify):

Occupation

F. Full Name, Mailing Address end ZIP Code

Receipt For: O Primery Q0 Genersl
O Other (specity):

Occupstion

Aggregate Year-to-Dete—$

G. Full Name, Mailing Address and ZIP Code

Name of Employer

Receipt For: O Primary O Genersl
O Other (specify):

Occupstion

Aggregate Year4t0-Oute—~$

SUBTOTAL of Receipts This Page (optionsl)

TOTAL This Period (last page this line nUMbEronty) . . .. c.ceoeeenrocrocsonaens 3l o R ATl 0




ITEMIZED DISBURSEMENTS

mmmmm Reports and mm mum«mnmmmwmﬂmmum
sommorcis! purposss, other than using the name and addrexs of any politics umumnmunmmmmm

Neme of Commities (in Full)
Sullivan For Senate

A mmmmmum

Purposs of Disbursement Amountof Esch .
Citizens For the Republic Mailing Labels dey,vear) | Disbursarmont This Pariod
1253 Seventh Street
Sanata Monica, California Oksburement for: Gfvimery OGeneral 8/20 - | $3368.85
Q Other (specity):
8. Full Name, Mailing Addvess and ZWP Code Purgoss of Disbursement Dete (month, Amount of Each
Congress of. Conservative Con- Mailings day,yesr) | Disbursement This Period
tributors-- 150 Nassau Street : Y aii
New York, New York Gitbursement for: BPrimery OGewrst | 9/3 $1000.
O Other (specity):
C. Fult Nama, Msiling Address end ZIP Code Purpose of Disbursement Dete (month, Amount of Each
day, yesr) Disbursement This Period
z Disburssment for: OPricsery OGenersl
= O Other (specity):
D. Full Name, Malling Acdress and 2P Code Purposs of Disburssment Dete imonth, Amount of Each
dav, vesr) Disburserment This Period
Disbursement for: OPrimery O Genersl
O Other lspecity):
E. Full Nams, Mailing Address ssid ZIWP Code Purposs of Disbursement Dete {(month, Amoum of Esch
day, year) Disbursement This Period
Disbursement for: OPvimery O General
O Other (specity): :
F. Full Name, Mailing Address and ZIP Code Purposs ot Disbursement Dete (month, Amaount of Esch
3 day, yesr) Disbursement This Period
Disbursement for: OPrimery O General
) O Orher (specify):
G. Full Name, Mailling Address and ZIP Code Purposs of Dishursement Oate {month, Armount of Each
day, yesr) Disbursement This Persod
Disbunsement for: OPrimary OGeneral
p O Other (specify):
H. Fuli Name, Mailing Address end ZIP Code Purpose of Disburssment Deste (month, Amount of Each
day, vesr) Disbursement This Period
Disbursement for: OPrimary O General
O Orher (specity):
I. Fuli Name, Mailing Addres end ZIP Code Purposs of Disbursement Dete imonth, Amount of Each
day, vesr) Disbursement This Peviod
Disbursement for: OPrimery O General
O Other {(specify):
SUBTOTAL of Disbursements This Page (0ptionsl) . . . ..o ovveerneneann.s s R Lk fa & & $4369.

TOTAL This Period (last page this line number only)

$11152.70

NS A ST e




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

125 K STRIEY NW
WASIINGTION.DC. 20463

THIS IS THE BEGINHING OF MUR #_M_X_,___
Date Filmed ﬁ/ Z;Z ﬁ,j Camera N;. -———2

Cameraman 45
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