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" In the Matter of

o . o 2003

FEB 5

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

Ashcroft 2000.and Garrett M. Lott, as treasurer MUR 5181 .
Spirit of America PAC and Garrett M. Lott, as treasurer
Precision Marketing, Inc..

Precision List, Inc.

‘vvvvvv

" GENERAL COUNSEL’S REPORT #2

I ACTIONS RECOMMENDED

Find reason to believe that Precision List, Inc. (“PLI”) violated 2 U.S.C-. § 441b(a) and

authorize a Subpoena for the Production of Documents and Answers to Interrogatoriés to PLI;

“authorize subpoenas for the depositions of Garrett M. Lott, Arthur Speck, Rosann Garber,

and Jack Oliver; authorize Subpoenas for the Prqduction of Documents and Answers _to'
Interrogatories to Bfuce W. Eberle & Associates, Inc. and dmegalList Company; and approve a
letter to Pre;:ision Mafketing, Inc. (“PMI”) regarding its motion that the Commission’s reason to
believe finding be vacafed and the matter be dismissed.
II. BACKGROUND'

This matter involves an exchange of a Spirit of America PAC (“PAC”) mailing Iist and |
other items for the signature of then-Sen_at_or John Ashcroft on the PAC’s -fundraising lett_érs.2

This matter also involves the subsequent use of that mailing list by Ashcroft 2000 iﬁcluding the

! On March 19, 2002, complainants Alliance for Democracy, Hedy Epstein and Ben Kjelshus filed a
Section 437g(a)(8) suit against the Commission in the U.S, District Court for the District of Columbia. See Alliance
Jor Democracy v. FEC, Civ. No. 02-CV-00527 (EGS) (D.D.C.). The Commission’s motion for summary judgment
on the ground that plaintiffs lack standing is pending.

Pursuant to the written agreement discussed below, Mr. Ashcroft received mailing lists, lists of supporters
of and contributors to the PAC, lists of prospective contributors to the PAC, results of pollmg data, and any and all
other data and documentation regarding the PAC or John Ashcroft. :



10
11
12
13
14
15

16

17

. MUR.5181 | . | | | g h .

General Counsel’s Report #2
Page 2

apparent recelpts of money by Ashcroﬁ 2000 for rental of the malllng list. The F1rst General -

* Counsel’s Report dated July 10, 2002 (“Fxrst GC Report”) analyzed the poss:ble excessive in-

kind contribution from the PAC to Ashcroft 2000, the potential corporate contnbution to.

Ashcroft 2000 from PMLI, a corporation renting the list, and the related potential reporting
v.iolations. | |

.Based on the eomplaint and responsee, on July 23, 2002, the Commission found reason to
believe that the PAC and Garrett M Lott, as treasurer, violated 2 [.J_._S-.C. §§ 441a(a)(2)(A) and
434(b), that Asheroft 2000 an_d Garrett M. Lot't-, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C._ §§ '441a(t),
434(b), an(t 441b(a), and that PMI; a vendor to both comm'ittees,.violated' 2‘ U.S.C. § 4415(a_).
On that same date the Commission also approved Subpoenas .for the Prodtletion of Docﬁments
and Answers to Interrogatories to the PAC, Ashcroft 2000, and PMI. |

II. . DISCUSSION

A. Information Gained During the Investigation Thus Fg’
Set forth below is a summary of ‘sign.iﬁcant information gained so far in this Office’s
investigation and some of the additionél questions raised thereby, centering around the agreement

between John Ashcroft and the PAC and the ownership and the valuation of the list. First, we

3 The PAC’s, Ashcroft 2000’s and PMI’s responses to the Commission’s Subpoenas for the Production of

Documents and Answers to Interrogatories. were limited and incomplete. (This Office has attached certain
documents as set forth below; the entire responses are available in the Central Enforcement Docket). For example
although the PAC and Ashcroft 2000 disclosed extensive receipts and disbursements relating to mailing lists, nelther
produced documents such as receipts, invoices, aid cancelled checks that are ordinarily associated with
disbursements and receipts; in the event that the committees no longer possess such documents, they failed to
identify such documents and explain their destruction or transfer to a third party, as requested in the subpoenas. The .
committees also failed to properly identify the documents they did provide, pursuant to the instructions and
definitions in the Commission’s subpoenas. Further, the responses included contradictory information, as discussed
below. This Office sent letters to each respondent detailing the areas of non-compliance and requesting full
compliance. PMI provided additional documents and information on January 8, 2003; this Office has requested that

- the two committees provide the additional documents and information by February S, 2003. In addition to these .

follow-up letters, the proposed deposition subpoenas and the Subpoenas for the Production of* Documents and
Answers to Interrogatories are intended to gain the additional information.
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have obtained the two agreemehts underlying the central transactions in this matter. Pursuant: to-

" the Work Product Agreement betweeﬁ John Ashcroft anﬁ the PAC, John Ashcreﬁ'prov'ided his

name and likeness for use in connection with PAC fundraising activities m exchaege for the
_resulting"‘werk product,” which under the egreement “shall inelude, but not be limitec-ll _to,
mailing lists, lists of 'eupponers ef and contributors to [the PAC], lists of prespeet,i-ve contributors
to ‘[the PAC], results of polling data, and any.and all other data and documentatieﬁ regarding [the
PAC] or John Ashcroﬁ.;’4 Attaehment 1.. As noted' in the First GC _,Report, a key issue in this |
matter is whetl.ler_’the Work Product Agr_eemeﬂf represented a bargained-for exchange of equal

value. The other signi_ﬁcant agreemenf is the List License Agreement betwee'n John Asheroﬁ and

~ Ashcroft 2000, by which John Ashcroft permits Ashcroft 2000 to use ('“'in_cluding the right to sell,

transfer, assign, license Qr'sublicehse”) the mailing list that this agreement describes as owned by

him.> Attachment 2. The investigation in this matter will need to clarify the tfanéactions that

* took place pursuant to this agreement.

Second, PMI denies making payfnents to Ashcroft 2000 for list rental. Based in part on |
Ashcroft 2000 disclosure reports, the Commissi_on had found reason to believe that PMI may
have made payments to Ashcroft 2000 for rental, licensing or sub-licensing of the mailing list

under circumstances that may have resulted in a prohibited corporate contribution. See 2 U.S.C.

4 The Work Product Agreement contains within its text an effective date of July 17,' 1998, alfhough the copy

provided to this Office contains signatures dated August 3 and 4, 1999. The PAC’s response explains that this
agreement was “‘originally negotiated and executed by Jack Oliver as-Executive Director of Spirit of America PAC
and John D. Ashcroft on July 17, 1998; however, after execution the parties did not forward the original or a copy of
the signed agreement to counsel. In July, 1999, the parties realized that the originally executed document could not
be located and a replacement original bearing the effective date was forwarded to the parties for execution and was
subsequently executed. Neither the signed original nor any copy or facsimile copy thereof can be located.”

The List License Agreement identifies John Ashcroft as the “Licensor” who “is the owner of certain items
of intellectual property in the form of data constituting a mailing/contact list of individuals who have made or may
potentially make monetary contributions, or otherw15e provide support to Licensor.”
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§ 441b; First GC Report pages 13-17. Altﬁdugh PMI acknowledges making some payments to
Ashgroﬁ 2000 during 2000, the corporation claims the purpose of those payments was for
“assigmﬁent of accounts receivable”.® Attachment 3.” This Office will attempt to clarify
Ashcroft 2000;s use of the list and the interactions between Ashcroft 2000 and PML

Third, the availabie inférmation shows extensive interactions.regardir_lg the list among the
PAC, Ashcroft 2000, PMLI, its presidént Arthur Speck, and the related vendor, PLI and its
president Roseann Garber.®

Fourth, the available inforrhaltion shows thai two other vendors, Bruce W. Eberle &
Associates, Inc. (“Eberle & Associatés”) and Omega List Company (“Omega”), described as a
parent and subsidiafy, respectively, did a substantial amouﬁt of .wo_rk on behalf of the PAC |
regarding lists and mailings.” The linformation also shows interaction i'ncluding financial
transactions between Eberle & Associates and Omega and PMI/PLI. Attachment 4. It appears
that Eberle & Associates and Omega served as the primafy vendors regarding the list during

1998.

s Of the payments that PMI denies making to Ashcroft 2000 during 2000, oniy one was disclosed by Ashcroft
2000 with an identified purpose, $8,882.96 on August 7, 2000 for “rental.” .

The five pages at Attachment 6 are taken from PMI’s responses. The first page is PMI’s cover letter to its
October 3, 2002 response stating that the checks that PMI wrote to Ashcroft 2000 during 2000 “do not relate to.the
rental, licensing, or sublicensing of any Ashcroft list by [PMI].” The second and third pages of Attachment 6 are an
“Assignment of Accounts Receivable” agreement dated March 31, 2000 between PMI and Ashcroft-2000. This’
Office notes that paragraph 1 of this agreement provides that Ashcroft 2000 assigns to PMI the committee’s rights to
certain accounts receivable in exchange for a payment of $46,300.52. This figure is virtually identical to a payment
of $46,299.83 disclosed by Ashcroft 2000 as received from PMI on March 31, 2000. The fourth page of Attachment
6 is a list of documents provided by PMI in response to the Commission’s subpoena; item number 4 references to the
Assignment of Accounts Receivable (here referred to as “document #17”). The fifth and final page of Attachment 6
is a chart provided by PMI that lists three payments PMI states it made to Ashcroft 2000 during 2000 that total
$52,092.92. ' .
_ See First GC Report page 3, footnote 3 and pages 16-17. The First GC Report’s reason to believe
recommendation regarding PLI was withdrawn by this Office.

The PAC disclosed disbursements to an apparently related entity, Eberle Data Center, at the same address
as Eberle & Associates and Omega, for the purpose of “computer services.” This Office has not located any public
records regarding Eberle Data Center. : '
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B. Additional Reason-to-Believe Recommendatidn

This Office recommends that the Comm1ss1on ﬁnd reason to believe PLI violated
2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). PLI appears tobea wholly owned sub51d1ary of PMI and was mcorporated in
Virginia in 1997. Arthur Speck, President of PMI, is the reglstergd agent for PLI and he appears to.
workl closely with-PLI and its prasident, Rosann Garber, with respect to maﬁing lists and related
transadtions. |

1. LaW
Ttis unlawful for any corporation to make a contrlbutlon or expenditure in connectlon W1th |

any federal election. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) It is also unlawful for any officer or director of a -

' corporation to consent to any corporate expenditures which may constltute prohlblted contnbutions

to candidates or committees. Id. For purposes of Section 441b, the term “contribution” includes

any direct or indirect paymént, distribution, loan (other than from a national or State bank made in

'_ accoi'dance with the applicable banking laws and regulations in the ordinary course of business),

advance, de'posit,.or gift of money, dr any services, or anything of value to any candidate or

campaign cornmittee in'conneqtion with a Federal election. 2lU.S.C-. § 441b(b)(2). “Anything of
value” includes all in-kind .pontribntions, including the provision of goods or services without charge -
or at a charge which is less than the usual' -and normal charge for such goods or 'servi'ces._' 11 CFR.
§ 100.7(a)(1)(iii)(A). For purposes of 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(a)(1)(i'ii)(A), “usual and normal chaf,ge” for
goods means the pnce of those goods in the market from which they ordlnanly wouild have been |

purchased at the time of the contrlbutlon " 11 CFR § 100. 7(a)(1)(111)(B) The regulatlons

Part 100 of the Commission’s regulatlons were renumbered last year. As a result of the renumbermg,
Sections 100.7(a)(1)(iii)(A) and (B) now appear in Sections 100.52(d)(1) and (2). - '
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1 speciﬁcelly include mailing lists as an example of such goods of sefvice_s. I See _elso 11CFR
2 § 1()'0.8(a)(1)(iv)(.-A).n The eﬁtire ameuﬂt paid as the purchase price fora fundraisirig item sold by
3 apolitical committee is a contribution.'> 11 C.F.R. § 100.7(2)(2). | | |
4 ' The Commission recently considefed the issue of whether the rentai ofa maiiing list
5 resulte in a contribution in Advieory Opinion 2002-14, iﬁvolving the Liberterian National
i 6 | Cemmittee, Inc. (“LNC"’). Tﬁe Commission etated that “[w]hether the LNC may lease the list to

& 7  others for payment depends upon the nature of the list development and use, and on the nature of

8 the lease transaction.” Advisory.Opinion 2002;14, page 6; see also Advisory (_)pinion 1989-4,

¥ 9 1986-14 and 1981-53 (isolated sales of committee assets without inherent contribution

= ) . et . . ) - - i
2 10 consequences were permitted in circumstances where the assets had been purchased or developed

5 q ‘been p P
£ . . :
qiz 11 for the committee’s own particular use rather than for sale in fundraising activity and such assets

12 had ascertainable market value). Under the factual circumstances presented by the requestor (i.e., |
13 the cemmittee deveioped the méiling lis't over a period of time primarily for its own political or
14 campaign use and the lease of the list was .on_ly a smail percentage of its overall ﬁse by the
15 committee), tile Com_rrii'ssion determined that the LNC “may lease ifs mailing list to any |
16 - person. ...without a contributioﬁ resulting if the folloWing conditi_ons are met. .first, the list, or
17  leased portion thereof, must have an ascertainable fair market value. Second, tfxe list must be
18  leased at the usual and hormal charge in a bona fide, arm’s[-]length trens‘actioﬁ, end the list must
19 be used in a commercially reasonable manner consistent with such an aﬁnS_—length agreement.;’.
20  Advisory Opinion 2002-14, pe.ge 6. The Commiseion elso stated :that given these facts, ehe LNC

21

" Section 100.8(a)(1)(iv)(A) now appears at Section 100.111(e)(1).

Section 100.7(a)(2) now appears at Section 100.53.
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may exchange its mailing lists or portions of its mailing lists with any outside organizations,
including for-profit corporations and labor organizations, provided that the lists of portions of the
lists that are exchanged are of equal value. 1d.
| 2. Analysis

In the matter at hand, the Commission’s reason-to-believe finding that PMI may have
made corporate contributions to Ashcroft 2000 in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) was based on
the following cens_iderations: 1) it appeared, from information available atlthe time, that PMI had
rented or sub-licensed all or a portien of the mailing list ﬁoﬁ Ashcroft 2000 for an amount
totaling over $116,922; e’nd 2) the méiling list was developed for or by the PAC and not
develop.ed by Ashcroft 2000 for its own use, and therefore, the transactions between Asheroﬁ
2000 and PMI did not meet the requirelnent that a mailing list be developed by a committee inl
the normal course of its operation and for its own use in order for the sale or rental of the mailing
list not to result in a contribution. After obtaining additional information in the course of
investigating this matter, it now appears that PLL, either itself or in conjunction witn PMI, rented,
licensed or sub-licensed the mailing list. N |

PMI states in its response to the Commissiqn’s Subpoena and Order that it “never rented

a mailing list from Ashcroft 2000, nor did Precision Marketing ever .license or sublicense any

Asheroﬁ mailing list.” (emphasis in the original) Attachment 3, page 1. PMI further states that it

' d1d not make $116,922 in payments to Ashcroft 2000 during calendar year 2000 as was reponed

by Ashcroﬁ 2000 in its disclosure reports, but 1nstead made $52,092.92 in payments to the
Committee in relation to an agreement between PMI and Ashcroft 2000 for an Assignment of

Accounts Receivable. Attachment 3, pages 1-5. According to PM], the discrepancy between the
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_amount of payments reported by Ashcroﬁ 2000 as havmg been recelved from PMI and the

~ amount of payments PMI indicates that it paid Ashcroﬁ 2000 can be explamed by a reportmg

error on the part of the Committee."

If PML, in fact, did not make the payments, it raises the question of what entity made the
payrrtents in question to Ashcroﬁ 2000 and w_t;y the payfrxents were repoxtéd as h@ving been made
by PML Because the information we have ot)tained thus far in disct)very indic_attaé that PLI is-the

entity more centrally involved with the mailing list and transactions regarding the list, it appears

likely that these payments were made by PLI but reported by Ashcroft 2000 as payments received

from PMI. Although PLI and lPMI._are'set up as two separate corporate entities, PLI is apparently
a wholly-owned subsidiary of PMI and the two entities work cloéely toge_t.her'. PM'I—subrlnitted' -
dqcﬁments indicate continual and ongoing interactions between PLI and PMt. For examplé,- PM_I
documents indicate that Rosann Garber, President of PLI and list manager, and Arthltr Speck,
President of PMI, vt/eré in frequent conttlct vié e-mail and wri_ttert memoranda regarding the list.
Further support of the close nexus between PMI and-PLI is found in PMI documents that indicate
PMI and PLI. operate out of the same building in Falls Church, Virgtnia; PMI appérently is;

located in suite 200 and PLIis 'apparentiy located in suite 201 of the building. Asnoted earlier,

-Arthur Speck is the registered agent for both PMI and PLI.

In addition, PMI documents suggest a close nexus between PLI and PMI in the area of
financial transactions, including the possible commingling of funds betw_egn PLI and PMI

accounts. For example, two checks drawn on an operating account of vendor Omega List

13 ' Tltxs Office has requested that Ashcroft 2000 clarify the appérent discrepancy. Nonetheless, during

depositions, we will continue to explore any possnble involvement of PMI in any rental licensing or sub- llcensmg of
the mailing list.
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Company made payable to "‘Precision LiSt Co.” in the amounts of $18,539.38 and $10,000,
* which apparently were related to list royélties, were depbsited into an account belonging to PMI

on April 3, 2000, rather than being deposited into a PLI account. . -

This Office further notes that receiptsl of list rental income from PLI and other
organizations are disclosed in the PAC’s 1999 disclosufé reports. The lack of récéipts from PLI

on Ashcroft 2000 disclosure reports also suggests.that a portion of the receipts_that the

" Committee reported as having received from PMI,- and that PMI indicates it never made to

Ashcroft 2000, were payments made to Ashcfoft 2000 by PLI félated to the rental, liceﬁsing dr
sub-licensing of the list or a pc.)rtio-n'of 1t |

In light of the close nexus_bétween- PLI and PMI, PMi—submitted ﬁnaﬁcial .infbrrhation,l
and the lack of receipts from PLI on Ashc;roﬁ 2000 di;closﬁr_e repqrts, it appears that paymehts _
Ashcroft 2000 reported as hai'ing received fromlPMI m;y actually reﬂec_t payfnents received
from PLI. If the méiling‘ list was not de-veloped by Ashcroﬁ 2000 for its owﬂ use, any rental,;
licensing or'éub-licensing of the list by Ashc_r'oft 2006 to PLI méy have r_esulted in the making of
a corporate contribution. See 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a). Conseque'ﬁtly, tﬁis Office recommends that
the Commission find reasbn to bglieve that Precision List, Inc. violated 2 USC § 441b(a).'"* In

addition, this Office recommends that the Commission approve the attached Sﬁbpoena for the

14 Because the Commission previously found reason to believe that Ashcroft 2000 and Garrett Loﬁ, aé

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) based on the same legal theory, the receipt of corporate contributions, we are
not making another recommendation with respect to the Committee. '
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Production of Documents and Answers to Interrogatories to PLI, Attachment 5.

C. Proposed Additiogal Discovery

1. Deposition Subpoenas

In order to explore further the facts of this case, this Office now recommends the

approval of deposition subpoehasvfor the individuals listed below, who held positions with the

. PAC, Ashcroft 2000 and the vendors involved in the list transactions.. Their testimony should

help establish exactly what the parties to these transactions exchanged and, more specifically,

whether (1) the licensing and subsequent rental of the lisf Qere anns-length trénsaction_s for fair

market value and (2) tﬁe'list rented out by Ashcroft 2000 was developed for it;e, owﬁ political or

campaign use.’ Testimony should also help resolve appareﬁt contradictions in the information

obtained to this point.

e Garrett M. L(;tt, current treasurer of both respondent comrhittees; served as
Executive Director of the PAC starting on January 1, 1999; signatory to the List

- License Agreement dated January 1, 1999 as the comptroller of Ashéroft 2000;

documentation shows that Mr. Lott was involved in van'bus transactions regarding
the mailing list.

e Jack Oliver, Executive Director of the PAC prior tov January 1, 1999; signatory to
the Work Product Agreement on behalf of the PAC.

® Arthur Speck, president of PMI, the respondent vendor substantially involved
with thé mailing list on behalf of the PAC and Ashcroft 2000; documentation

shows that Mr. Speck was involved in various transactions regarding the mailing

- list.
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e Rosann Garber_, president §f IPLI; documentation shows that Ms. Garber served
.as the “list inanager” for the mailing list and was involved in varioﬁs
communications regarding ﬁnanpial transactions involving the mailing list.
Based on informaﬁon available to date, it remains ur_1c1ear who from the Cbm_mittee is

most knowledgeable about the Committee’s activities prior to Garrett Lott’s involvement. Once

-we have determined who is the most appropriate person to speak with regarding the activities, we

will submit a short'_ report to the Commission recommending deposing that individual.

2. Additional Discovery

In additioﬁ to dép_bsition'subp.oenas, this Office recommends approval of Subpoenas for
the Prociuction of Documents and Answers to Interrogatoﬁes to Eberle & Associates and _Omeéa, _
which served as vendors regarding the mailing l_i'st.'5 Attachment-é.- This sﬁbpoena is similar to
the subpoena that the -Commiséion approved earlier for PMI and the subpoena recommen.ded
above for PLI.

This Office is also seeking to procure thé services of a consultant expen'encéd in the
direct mail industry regarding political fundraising to provide expert advice and analysis. This - |

Office needs to understand how mailing lists and the us_é of name and likeness are valued, in

 order to enabie us to properly evaluate and analyze the evidence and transactions that occurred in

this matter. Such in_formation-does not appear to be available through ordinary research or other

resources. This Office is in the process of initiating preliminary discussions with a number of

15 This Office also will attempt to informally interview Bruce Eberle, chairman of Eberle & Associates and of

Omega, regarding transactions related to the mailing list. If Mr. Eberle is unwilling to speak to us or it becomes
necessary to take his statement under oath, we will circulate a short report to the Commission seeking deposition
authority for Mr. Eberle. :
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direct mail vendors and consultants in order to ascertain whether such persons could provide the -
analysis needed in this matter.

D.  Statute of Limitations

| Thé above-described Work Product Agreement between then-Senator John Asﬁéroﬁ and
the PAC reflects an effective datc_;; of July 17, 1998. O_ther factors under invéstigétion, such as
John Ashcroft’s actual receipt of work ﬁroduct under _the agreement, may ultimately sth the
possible excessive contribution from the PAC to Ashcroft 2000 at a daté later than the effective |
date of the Work Product Agreement. Out of an abundance of caution, however, this Office is.
currently'treating July 17, 2003, as é potential statute of lirﬁitations date for-th:e two committee_
respondents in this matter. |

E.  Motion to Dismiss

PMI has asked in its responses that the Commission’s reason to believe finding regarding |

. PMI be vacated and the matter be dismissed. Attachment 3, page 1 and Attachment 7. PMI

bases this request on its assertion that the Commission’s Factual and Legal Analysis is incorrect
in its statement that Ashcroft 2000 rented a mailing list to PMIL. PMi denies ever renting a
mailing list from Ashcroft 2000. |

Neither the Act nor the Commission’s regulations provide for such motions, or such
act_iohs by the Co_mmiséion at this point in the administrative prbcess_. See 2 U.S.C. § 437g and -
11 CFR part 111. As noted above, these factual areas are the subject of ongoing investigé.tioﬁ
including the proposed deposition of PMI president Arthur Speck?

After fhe investigation in this matter is.concluded, this Office will make the appropriate

- recommendation regarding PMI based on the overall information. This Office recommends that-
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the Commission approve a letter to PMI explaining that the Commission will consider PMI’s
liability at the appropriate time. Attachment 8.
IV. RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Find reason to believe that Precision List, Inc. violated 2 US.C. § 441b(a)

2. Approve the attached Subpoena for the Production of Documents and Answers to’
Interrogatories to Precision List, Inc.

3. Approve subpoenas for the deposrtlon of Garrett M. Lott, J ack Oliver, Arthur Speck
and Rosann Garber. :

4, Approve the attached Subpoena for the Production.of Documents and Answers to
Interrogatories to Bruce W. Eberle & Associates, Inc. and Omega List Company.

5. Approve the attached letter to PMI regarding its motion that the Commission’s reason
to believe finding be vacated and the matter be drsmrssed

6. Approve the attached Factual and Le'gal Analysis.
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7. Approve the appropriate letters.

2./‘:’43

Date

Attachments:

[ S ,2 h
Lawrence H. Norton
General Counsel

Y S hoock

Rhonda J. Vdsdingh
Associate General Counsel
for Enforcement

W@’f~ G ’7""£>'
Cyn{hia E. Tompkins 4
Assistant General Counsel

hony é° Takoor:
Mary L. =, Taksar
Attorney

Wond aﬂJL_

Mark Allen
Attorney

Work Product Agreement between John Ashcroft and Spirit of America PAC

List License Agreement between John Ashcroft and Ashcroft 2000

Documents relating to Precision Marketing, Inc.

Documents relating to Bruce W. Eberle & Associates, Inc. and Omega List Company
Subpoena for the Production of Documents and Answers to Interrogatories to Precision List,

~ 6. Subpoenas for the Production of Documents and Answers to Interrogatones to Bruce Ww.

Eberle & Associates, Inc. and Omega List Company
7. Precision Marketing, Inc. request that the reason to believe finding be vacated and the matter

be dismissed

8. Letter to Precision Marketmg, Inc. regarding its motlon that the Comm1ss1on s reason to
believe finding be vacated and the matter be dismissed

9. Factual and Legal Analysis



