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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20463

June 1, 2021
Via Electronic Mail (Igcoodman@wiley.law; awoodson@wiley.law)
Lee Goodman, Esp.
Andrew G. Woodson, Esq.
Wiley Rein LLP
1776 K Street NW
Washington, DC 20006

RE: MURs 7332 and 7364
Dylan Howard

Dear Mr. Goodman and Mr. Woodson:

On March 1, 2018, April 19, 2018, May 10, 2018, and August 9, 2018 the Federal
Election Commission (“Commission’) notified you of two complaints, and their amendments,
alleging that your client, Dylan Howard, violated certain sections of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”) and the Commission’s regulations. The
Commission has considered the allegations raised in the complaints and there were an
insufficient number of votes to find reason to believe your client may have violated the Act and
Commission regulations. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in these matters on May
20, 2021. A Statement of Reasons explaining the Commission’s decision will follow.

Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days. See
Disclosure of Certain Documents in Enforcement and Other Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 (Aug.
2, 2016), effective September 1, 2016.

If you have any questions, please contact Adrienne C. Baranowicz, the attorney assigned
to this matter, at abaranowicz@fec.gov or (202) 694-1650.

Sincerely,

LynnY. Tran
Assistant General Counsel
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	PRESIDENT DONALD J. TRUMP The White House 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW Washington, DC 20500 
	DONALD J. TRUMP FOR PRESIDENT, INC. 725 Fifth Avenue Ne\Y York, NY 10022 
	AMERICAN MEDIA, INC. 4 New York Plaza New York, NY 10004 
	COMPLAINT 
	1. This complaint is filed pursuant to 52 u.s.c. § 30109(a)(1) and is based on information 
	1. This complaint is filed pursuant to 52 u.s.c. § 30109(a)(1) and is based on information 

	providing reason to believe that President Donald J. Trump, Donald J. Trump's campaign 
	committee, Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. (FEC I.D.#C00580100), and American Media, 
	Inc. violated reporting requirements and the corporate contribution prohibition of the Federal 
	Election Campaign Act (FECA), 52 U.S.C. § 30101, et seq. and Commission regulations. 
	r.:.:::> 
	Figure
	2. Specifically, based on published reports, complainants have reason to believe that a $30,000 
	payment made in or around December 2015 by American Media, Inc. to Mr. Dino Sajudin was 
	for the purpose of influencing the 2016 presidential election (i.e., an "expenditure" under 
	FECA), was coordinated with an agent of President Donald J. Trump (i.e., Michael Cohen), and 
	therefore constituted an in-kind contribution from American Media, Inc. to President Donald J. 
	Trump and Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. See 52 U.S.C. §§ 30101(9)(A) (defining 
	"expenditure"), 30116(a)(7)(B)(i) (treating coordinated "expenditure" as "contribution"), 
	30101(8)(A) (defining "contribution"). 
	3. 
	3. 
	3. 
	Based on published reports, complainants have reason to believe that American Media, Inc. made, and Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. received, a corporate contribution in violation of 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a). 

	4. 
	4. 
	Based on publicly available data and published reports, complainants have reason to believe Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. failed to report its receipt ofthe $30,000 in-kind contribution from American Media, Inc. and failed to report its $30,000 expenditure to Mr. Dino Sajudin in violation of52 u.s.c. § 30104(b). 

	5. 
	5. 
	"Ifthe Commission, upon receiving a complaint ... has reason to believe that a person has committed, or is about to commit, a violation of [the FECA] ... [t]he Commission shall make an investigation of such alleged violation ...." 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(2) (emphasis added); see a/so 11 C.F.R. § 111.4(a). 

	6. 
	6. 
	"A 'reason to believe' finding followed by an investigation would be appropriate when a complaint credibly alleges that a significant violation may have occurred, but further 


	*2 
	investigation is required to determine whether a violation in fact occurred and, if so, its exact 
	scope." FEC, Statement of Policy Regarding Commission Action in Matters at the Initial Stage in the Enforcement Process, 72 Fed. Reg. 12545 (March 16, 2007). 

	FACTS 
	FACTS 
	7. 
	7. 
	7. 
	President Donald J. Trump was a candidate for election to the office of President in the 2016 election.
	1 


	8. 
	8. 
	Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. is the principal campaign committee ofcandidate Donald J. Trump.2 

	9. 
	9. 
	Michael D. Cohen worked as "top attorney" at the Trump Organization "from 2007 until after the election," serves as Donald J. Trump's personal attorney, and referred to himself in a January 2017 interview as the "fix-it guy."Mr. Cohen was an agent of Mr. Trump in 2015-16. 
	3 


	10. 
	10. 
	American Media, Inc. (AMI) is a corporation that "owns and operates the leading celebrity and health & fitness media brands in the country." Its "magazines have a combined total circulation of 2.3+ million and reach 41+ million men and women each month" and its "digital properties reach a total of 61+ million unique visitors and 579+ million page views monthly." 

	Donald J. Trump, FEC Form 2 Statement of Candidacy, filed June 22, 2015, available at http•//docquery fee gov/pdf/291/15031432291/15031432291 pdf. Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., FEC Form 1 Statement of Organization, filed June 29, 2015, available at Michael Rothfeld and Joe Palazzolo, "Trump Lawyer Arranged $130,000 Payment for Adult-Film Star's Silence," THE WALL STREET JOURNAL, January 12, 2018, available at ­a.aaoge,_cl:i3Jl::.OJ)Jl.:.pajl.U'.lfil).t:fuJ'..:aduJ t.:film.:.stats~Jle.uc.e-1515782628.
	Donald J. Trump, FEC Form 2 Statement of Candidacy, filed June 22, 2015, available at http•//docquery fee gov/pdf/291/15031432291/15031432291 pdf. Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., FEC Form 1 Statement of Organization, filed June 29, 2015, available at Michael Rothfeld and Joe Palazzolo, "Trump Lawyer Arranged $130,000 Payment for Adult-Film Star's Silence," THE WALL STREET JOURNAL, January 12, 2018, available at ­a.aaoge,_cl:i3Jl::.OJ)Jl.:.pajl.U'.lfil).t:fuJ'..:aduJ t.:film.:.stats~Jle.uc.e-1515782628.
	1 
	2 
	hl1JtiJdocquery.fec.gov/pdf/50112015os2990000005011201505299000000501.pdf. 
	3 
	bttps://www.wsj.com/articles/trump-lawyer
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	AM l's publications include National Enquirer, US Weekly, Star, Globe and others. David J. 
	Pecker is Chairman, President and Chief Executive Officer of AMl.
	4 

	11. 
	11. 
	11. 
	On April 12, 2018, the AssociatedPress reported that, eight months before AMI made a $150,000 payment to former Playboy Playmate Karen McDougal to "catch and kill" her story of an affair with Donald Trump,AMI "made a $30,000 payment to a less famous individual: a former doorman at one of the real estate mogul's New York City buildings" for "signing over the rights, 'in perpetuity,' to a rumor he'd heard about Trump's sex life-that the president had fathered an illegitimate child with an employee at Trump Wo
	5 
	6 
	7 


	12. 
	12. 
	The Associated Press based its reporting on "a review ofa confidential contract and interviews with dozens of current and former employees of the Enquirer and its parent company, American Media lnc."
	8 


	13. 
	13. 
	Michael Cohen "acknowledged to the [Associated Press] that he had discussed Sajudin's story 

	American Media, Inc., ''About Us,'' available athttps;LL.w_w.w._amedcanrne_d.i.alnc...c.mulab..o.ll.t::.Lts.lo..lLer.lLi.e.w. See Complaint, Common Cause v. President Donald J. Trump et al., February 20, 2018, FEC MUR 7324, available athttp;//www.comrnoncause.org/pre.s.s.Lpress-releases/como100-cau..s..~pdf. Jake Pearson and Jeff Horwitz, "$30,000 rumor? Tabloid paid for, spiked, salacious Trump tip," ASSOCIATED PRESS, April 12, 2018, available at;see also Joe Palazzolo, Michael Rothfeld and Lukas I. Alpert
	American Media, Inc., ''About Us,'' available athttps;LL.w_w.w._amedcanrne_d.i.alnc...c.mulab..o.ll.t::.Lts.lo..lLer.lLi.e.w. See Complaint, Common Cause v. President Donald J. Trump et al., February 20, 2018, FEC MUR 7324, available athttp;//www.comrnoncause.org/pre.s.s.Lpress-releases/como100-cau..s..~pdf. Jake Pearson and Jeff Horwitz, "$30,000 rumor? Tabloid paid for, spiked, salacious Trump tip," ASSOCIATED PRESS, April 12, 2018, available at;see also Joe Palazzolo, Michael Rothfeld and Lukas I. Alpert
	American Media, Inc., ''About Us,'' available athttps;LL.w_w.w._amedcanrne_d.i.alnc...c.mulab..o.ll.t::.Lts.lo..lLer.lLi.e.w. See Complaint, Common Cause v. President Donald J. Trump et al., February 20, 2018, FEC MUR 7324, available athttp;//www.comrnoncause.org/pre.s.s.Lpress-releases/como100-cau..s..~pdf. Jake Pearson and Jeff Horwitz, "$30,000 rumor? Tabloid paid for, spiked, salacious Trump tip," ASSOCIATED PRESS, April 12, 2018, available at;see also Joe Palazzolo, Michael Rothfeld and Lukas I. Alpert
	American Media, Inc., ''About Us,'' available athttps;LL.w_w.w._amedcanrne_d.i.alnc...c.mulab..o.ll.t::.Lts.lo..lLer.lLi.e.w. See Complaint, Common Cause v. President Donald J. Trump et al., February 20, 2018, FEC MUR 7324, available athttp;//www.comrnoncause.org/pre.s.s.Lpress-releases/como100-cau..s..~pdf. Jake Pearson and Jeff Horwitz, "$30,000 rumor? Tabloid paid for, spiked, salacious Trump tip," ASSOCIATED PRESS, April 12, 2018, available at;see also Joe Palazzolo, Michael Rothfeld and Lukas I. Alpert
	4 
	5 
	6 
	https://www.apnews.com/f.3Zecfc4?10b468db6a103a245146172
	7 
	https://www.apnews.com/f37ecfc4710b468db6a103a245146172
	8 
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	with the [AMI magazine National Enquirer] when the tabloid was working on it. He said he was 
	acting as a Trump spokesman when he did so ...."9 
	acting as a Trump spokesman when he did so ...."9 
	acting as a Trump spokesman when he did so ...."9 

	14. 
	14. 
	The Associated Press reported that AM I executive and top editor ofthe National Enquirer, 

	TR
	Dylan Howard, "said he made the payment to secure the former Trump doorman's exclusive 

	TR
	cooperation because the tip, if true, would have sold 'hundreds ofthousands' of magazines" 

	TR
	but that Howard concluded that Sadujin's story "lacked any credibility" and "spiked the story 

	TR
	on those merits.1110 However, the Associated Press reported, "four longtime Enquirer staffers 

	TR
	directly familiar with the episode challenged Howard's version ofevents. They said they were 

	TR
	ordered by top editors to stop pursuing the story before completing potentially promising 

	TR
	reporting threads" and that the "publication didn't pursue standard Enquirer reporting 

	TR
	practices, such as exhaustive stake-outs or tabloid tactics designed to prove paternity."11 

	TR
	The Enquirer staffers, all with years of experience negotiating source contracts, said the abrupt end to reporting combined with a binding, seven-figure penalty to stop the tipster from talking to anyone led them to conclude that this was a so-called "catch and kill"-a tabloid practice in which a publication pays for a story to never run, either as a favor to the celebrity subject ofthe tip or as leverage over that person. 

	TR
	One former Enquirer reporter, who was not involved in the Sajudin reporting effort, expressed skepticism that the company would pay for the tip and not publish. 

	TR
	"AMI doesn't go around cutting checks for $30,000 and then not using the information," said Jerry George, a reporter and senior editor for nearly three decades at AMI before his layoff in 2013. 

	TR
	George, the longtime former reporter and editor, said the $1 million penalty in Sajudin's 

	9 Id. ,o Id. 11 /d. 
	9 Id. ,o Id. 11 /d. 
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	agreement wa~ larger than anything he had seen in his Enquirer career. 
	"Ifyour intent is to get a story from the source, there's no upside to paying upfront," 
	said George, who sometimes handled catch-and-kill contracts related to other 
	celebrities. Paying upfront was not the Enquirer's usual practice because it would have 
	been costly and endangered the source's incentive to cooperate, he said.
	12 

	15. According to the Associated Press, Sajudin had called the National Enquirer's tip line and then "signed a boilerplate contract with the Enquirer, agreeing to be an anonymous source and be The Enquirer then dispatched reporters to pursue the story and sent a polygraph expert to administer a lie detection test to Sajudin passed the polygraph, which tested how he learned of the rumor. One week later, Sajudin signed an amended agreement, this one paying him $30,000 immediately and subjecting him to the $1 m
	paid upon publication.
	111
	3 
	Sajudin.
	14 

	The Enquirer immediately then stopped reporting, said the former staffers.
	The Enquirer immediately then stopped reporting, said the former staffers.
	15 

	16. Also on April 12, 2018, The New Yorker reported details of AM l's payment to Dino Sajudin, confirming the details reported by the Associated Press The New Yorker reported that late in 2015 Sajudin signed a contract with AMI "agreeing to become a source and to accept thirty thousand dollars for exclusive rights to information he had been told: that Donald Trump, who had launched his Presidential campaign five months earlier, may have fathered a child with a former employee in the late nineteen-eighties."
	and providing additional details.
	16 
	17 

	12 Id. 
	13 /d. 
	14 /d. 
	15 Id. 
	Ronan Farrow, "The National Enquirer, A Trump Rumor, and Another Secret Payment to Buy Silence," THE NEW 
	16 

	YORKER, April 12, 201a, available at ther-secret-payment-to-buy-silence-dino-sajudin-david-p.e.c.ke.r. 
	https://www.newyorker.com/news/news-desk/the-natlooal-enquirer-a­

	17 Id. 
	*6 
	relying on information from six current and former AMI employees who spoke on the condition 
	of anonymity for fear of legal retaliation by AMI, explained that reporters at AMI spent weeks 
	investigating the allegations and then later in December 2015 Sajudin met an AMI reporter at a 
	McDonald's in Pennsylvania "to sign an amendment finalizing the transaction and adding a 
	million-dollar penalty ifthe ex-doorman were to disclose the information without A.M.l.'s 
	permission."The New Yorker reviewed an unexecuted copy ofthe contract and reported: 
	18 

	Shortly after the company paid Sajudin, the chairman and C.E.O. ofA.M.I., David Pecker, 
	who has spoken publicly about his friendship with Trump, ordered the A.M.I. reporters 
	to stop investigating, the sources told me. One of the employees involved said, "There's 
	no question it was done as a favor to continue to protect Trump from these potential 
	secrets. That's black-and-white."
	19 

	17. 
	17. 
	17. 
	The New Yorker reported that "[t]wo ofthe former A.M.I. employees said they believed that Cohen was in close contact with A.M.I. executives while the company's reporters were looking into Sajudin's story, as Cohen had been during other investigations related to Trump."One source told The New Yorker that "Cohen was kept up to date on a regular basis[.]"
	20 
	21 


	18. 
	18. 
	The New Yorker's sources explained the "catch and kill" purpose of AMl's payment to Sajudin 


	in detail. 
	Although many ofthe A.M.I. sources I spoke with expressed skepticism about Sajudin's claims, all six agreed that A.M.I. made a concerted effort to shut down the story. Several said that they believed the coverup, rather than the story itself, was of public importance. One told me that, after the polygraph came back positive, "the decision was made ata high level to pay this source those funds and to put this thing to rest without an investigation taking place." A.M.l.'s decision was unusual even in the cont
	1a Id. 1s Id. 20 Id. 21 ,d. 
	*7 
	known as "catch and kill." Anothersource, who believed that A.M.I. suppressed the 
	story to help Trump, said of Sajudin, "It's unheard ofto give a guy who calls A.M.l.'s tip 
	line big bucks for information he is passing on secondhand. We didn'tpay thousands of 
	dollars for non-stories, let alone tens ofthousands. It was a highly curious and 
	questionable situation."
	22 

	19. The New Yorker reported that two ofits AMI "sources said they believed that the catch-and-kill operations had cemented a partnership between Pecker and Trump, and that people close to the President had subsequently introduced Pecker to potential sources of funding" for AMI at a time when AMI was experiencing financial difficulty due to 
	declining circulation.
	23 

	SUMMARY OF THE LAW 
	20. 
	20. 
	20. 
	The term "expenditure" is defined in FECA to mean "any purchase, payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift or money or anything ofvalue, made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal office." 52 u.s.c. § 30101(9)(A)(i) (emphasis added); see a/so 11 C.F.R. §§ 100.110-100.114. 

	21. 
	21. 
	FECA provides that "expenditures made by any person in cooperation, consultation, orconcert, with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate, his authorized political committees, or their agents, shall be considered to be a contribution to such candidate." 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(7)(B)(i). See also 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a). 

	22. 
	22. 
	Any expenditure that is "coordinated" with a candidate is an in-kind contribution to the candidate and must be reported as a contribution to and expenditure by that candidate's authorized committee.11 C.F.R. § 109.20(b). 


	Id. (emphasis added). 23 Id. 
	22 
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	23. 
	23. 
	23. 
	23. 
	The term "contribution" is defined in FECA to mean "any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or 

	deposit of money oranything ofvalue made by any person for the purpose ofinfluencing any election for Federal office." 52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i) (emphasis added); see a/so 11 C.F.R. §§ . 
	100.51-100.56


	24. 
	24. 
	As used in the definition of "contribution," the phrase "anything of value" includes "all in-kind contributions." The "provision ofany goods or services without charge or at a charge that is less than the usual and normal charge for such goods or services is a contribution." 11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d)(1). 

	25. 
	25. 
	FECA's so-called "press exemption" provides that the term "expenditure" does not include "any news story, commentary, or editorial distributed through the facilities ofany broadcasting station, newspaper, magazine, or other periodical publication ...." 52 U.S.C. § 30101(9)(B)(i) (emphasis added) (so-called "press exemption" for news stories distributed by media entities). 

	26. 
	26. 
	The Commission provides by regulation that "[a]ny cost incurred in covering or carryinga news story, commentary, or editorial by any ... newspaper, magazine, or other periodical publication, including any Internet or electronic publication, is not" a contribution or C.F.R. §§100.73 and 100.132 (emphasis added). 
	expenditure.11 


	27. 
	27. 
	The Commission conducts a two-step analysis to determine whether the "press exemption" applies to a specific expenditure. First, the Commission asks whether the entity engaging in the activity is a press entity. See, e.g., AO 2010-08 at 4 (Citizens United). Second, the Commission applies the two-part analysis presented in Reader's Digest Ass'n v. FEC, 509 F. 


	*9 
	Supp. 1210, 1215 (S.D.N.Y.1981): (1) Whether the press entity is owned or controlled by a 
	political party, political committee or candidate; and (2) Whether the press entity is actingas a 
	press entity in conducting the activity at issue (i.e., whether the entity is actingin its 
	"legitimate press function"). See, e.g., AO 2010-08 at 5 (citing FEC v. Phillips Publ'g, 517 F. 
	Supp.1308, 1312-13 (D.D.C.1981). Regarding the "legitimate press function" requirement, the 
	district court in Readers Digest Association explained: 
	The press exemption has certain limitations. First, in exempting the "distribut(ion)" of 
	news or commentary "through the facilities of any broadcasting station, newspaper, 
	magazine or other periodical publication ... ", the statute would seem to exempt only 
	those kinds ofdistribution that fall broadly within the press entity's legitimate press 
	function. It would not seem to exempt any dissemination or distribution using the press 
	entity's personnel or equipment, no matter how unrelated to its press function. If, for 
	example, on Election Day a partisan newspaper hired an army of incognito propaganda 
	distributors to stand on street corners denouncing allegedly illegal acts ofa candidate 
	and sent sound trucks through the streets blaring the same denunciations, all in a 
	manner unrelated to the sale of its newspapers, this activity would not come within the 
	press exemption even though it might comply with a technical reading ofthe statutory 
	exemption, being a "news story .. .distributed through the facilities of . . . (a) 
	newspaper." 
	509 F. Supp. at 1214 (emphasis added). 
	28. Commission regulations provide that "agent" means "any person who has actual authority, 
	either express or implied," to engage in campaign spending and other specified activities. See 
	11 C.F.R. §§ 109.3 and 300.2(b). 
	29. The authorized committee ofa candidate for federal office must report to the Commission the 
	identification ofeach person who makes a contribution to the committee with an aggregate 
	value in excess of $200 within an election cycle. 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3)(A). 
	* 
	30. 
	30. 
	30. 
	30. 
	The authorized committee ofa candidate for federal office must report to the Commission the 

	name and address of each person to whom an expenditure in an aggregate amount in excess of $200 within the calendar year is made by the committee. 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(5)(A). 

	31. 
	31. 
	Corporations and labor organizations may not make contributions to federal candidates, and federal candidates may not accept contributions from corporations or labor organizations. 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a). 


	CAUSES OF ACTION COUNT I: AMERICAN MEDIA, INC. MADE, AND DONALD J. TRUMP FOR PRESIDENT, INC. RECEIVED, A 
	$30,000 CORPORATE CONTRIBUTION IN VIOLATION OF FECA 
	32. 
	32. 
	32. 
	Paragraphs 1 through 31 are incorporated herein. 

	33. 
	33. 
	In 2016, Michael Cohen was an agent of Donald J. Trump, serving as Mr. Trump's personal lawyer and "fix-it guy." 

	34. 
	34. 
	Based on published reports, there is reason to believe that American Media, lnc.'s "catch and kill" payment of $30,000 to Mr. Dino Sajudin was for the purpose of influencing the 2016 presidential election and, therefore, an "expenditure" under FECA, 52 U.S.C. § 30101(9)(A)(i). 

	35. 
	35. 
	Based on published reports, there is reason to believe that American Media, lnc.'s payment of $30,000 to Mr. Dino Sajudin was notfor the distribution ofany "news story, commentary, or editorial," was notfor any "legitimate press function," and therefore was notcovered by the so-called "press exemption" to the definition of "expenditure" established by 52 U.S.C. § 30101(9)(B)(i). 


	* 
	36. 
	36. 
	36. 
	Based on published reports, there is reason to believe that American Media, Inc. was in close, regular contact with Michael Cohen during American Media, lnc.'s engagement with Mr. Dino Sajudin and made its payment of $30,000 to Mr. Dino Sajudin "in cooperation, consultation, or concert, with, or at the request or suggestion of" Mr. Cohen, an agent of Donald J. Trump, therefore rendering American Media, lnc.'s payment a coordinated expenditure and an in-kind contribution to Donald J. Trump and Donald J. Trum

	37. 
	37. 
	Based on published reports, there is reason to believe that American Media, Inc., made and Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. received a $30,000 in-kind contribution in violation of the FECA prohibition on corporate contributions established by 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a). 


	COUNT II: DONALD J.TRUMP FOR PRESIDENT, INC. FAILED TO REPORT RECEIPT OF A $30,000 IN-KIND 
	CONTRIBUTION As WELL AsA $30,000 EXPENDITURE IN VIOLATION OF FECA 
	38. 
	38. 
	38. 
	Paragraphs 1 through 31, and 33 through 37 are incorporated herein. 

	39. 
	39. 
	In 2016, Michael Cohen was an agent of Donald J. Trump, serving as Mr. Trump's personal lawyer and "fix-it guy." 

	40. 
	40. 
	Based on published reports, there is reason to believe that American Media, lnc.'s "catch and kill" payment of $30,000 to Mr. Dino Sajudin was for the purpose of influencing the 2016 presidential election and, therefore, an "expenditure" under FECA, 52 U.S.C. § 30101(9)(A)(i). 

	41. 
	41. 
	Based on published reports, there is reason to believe that American Media, lnc.'s payment of $30,000 to Mr. Dino Sajudin was not for the distribution of any "news story, commentary, or 


	* 
	editorial," was notfor any "legitimate press function," and therefore was notcovered by the so-called "press exemption" to the definition of "expenditure" established by 52 U.S.C. § 30101(9)(B)(i). 
	42. 
	42. 
	42. 
	Based on published reports, there is reason to believe that believe that American Media, Inc. made its payment of$30,000 to Mr. Dino Sajudin "in cooperation, consultation, or concert, with, or at the request or suggestion of" Mr. Cohen, an agent of Donald J. Trump, therefore rendering American Media, lnc.'s payment a coordinated expenditure and an in-kind contribution to Donald J. Trump and Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. under 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(7)(B)(i). See also 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a). 

	43. 
	43. 
	Under FECA, Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. was required to report to the Commission the identification ofeach person who makes a contribution to the committee with an aggregate value in excess of $200 within an election cycle. 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3)(A). 

	44. 
	44. 
	Under FECA, Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. was required to report to the Commission the name and address of each person to whom an expenditure in an aggregate amount in excess of $200 within the calendar year is made by the committee. 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(5)(A). 

	45. 
	45. 
	Based on published reports and review of FEC records, there is reason to believe that Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. failed to report its receipt ofthis $30,000 contribution from American Media, Inc., in violation of 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3)(A). 

	46. 
	46. 
	Based on published reports and review of FEC records, there is reason to believe that Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. failed to report this $30,000 expenditure to Mr. Dino Sajudin in violation of52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(5)(A). 


	* 
	PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
	47. Wherefore, the Commission should find reason to believe that President Donald J. Trump, 
	Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and American Media, Inc. violated 52 U.S.C. § 30101, et 
	seq., and conduct an immediate investigation under 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(2). Further, the 
	Commission should determine and impose appropriate sanctions for any and all violations, 
	should enjoin respondent(s) from any and all violations in the future, and should impose such 
	additional remedies as are necessary and appropriate to ensure compliance with the FECA. 
	April 12, 2018 

	R.~--
	R.~--
	-

	Common Cause, by Pauls. Ryan 805 Fifteenth Street, NW, Suite 800 Washington, DC 20005 (202) 833-1200 
	~~­
	~ 
	Pauls. Ryan 805 Fifteenth Street, NW, Suite 800 Washington, DC 20005 (202) 833-1200 
	* 
	VERIFICATION 
	The complainants listed below hereby verify that the statements made in the attached Complaint are, upon their information and belief, true. Sworn pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 1001. 
	For Complainants Common Cause and Paul s. Ryan 
	~-=--
	-

	Pauls.Ryan Sworn to and subscribed before me this J/"'day ofApril 2018. 
	Notary Public 
	* 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	Megan Sowards Newton, Esq. 
	Megan Sowards Newton, Esq. 
	Megan Sowards Newton, Esq. 

	Jones Day 51 Louisiana A venue, NW 
	Jones Day 51 Louisiana A venue, NW 
	APR 19 2018 

	Washington, DC 20001 
	Washington, DC 20001 

	TR
	RE: MUR 7364 

	TR
	Donald J. Trump 

	TR
	Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., 

	TR
	and Bradley T. Crate, Treasurer 

	Dear Ms. Newton: 
	Dear Ms. Newton: 


	The Federal Election Commission received a complaint that indicates your clients, Donald J. Trump, Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., and Bradley T. Crate in his official capacity as treasurer, may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy ofthe complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 7364. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence. 
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against your clients, Donald J. Trump, Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., and Bradley T. Crate in his official capacity as treasurer, in this matter. Ifyou wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission's consideration ofthis matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge. Your response,
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public. Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies. Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records and materials relating to the subje
	1 

	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations ofthe Act to the Department ofJustice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations oflaw not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id § 30107(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one ofthe following (note, ifsubmitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt by 
	email): 
	email): 
	email): 

	Mail Federal Election Commission Office ofComplaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn: Kathryn Ross, Paralegal 999 E Street, NW Washington, DC 20463 
	Mail Federal Election Commission Office ofComplaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn: Kathryn Ross, Paralegal 999 E Street, NW Washington, DC 20463 
	OR 
	Email cela@fec.gov 


	If you have any questions, please contact Kathryn Ross at (202) 694-1539 or toll free at 1-800-424-9530. For your information, we have enclosed a brief description of the Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Figure
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 


	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	David J. Pecker, Chainnan & CEO American Media, Inc. 
	David J. Pecker, Chainnan & CEO American Media, Inc. 
	David J. Pecker, Chainnan & CEO American Media, Inc. 
	APR 1 9 2018 

	4 
	4 
	ew York Plaza 

	New York, NY 10004 
	New York, NY 10004 

	TR
	RE: MUR 7364 

	Dear Mr. Pecker: 
	Dear Mr. Pecker: 


	The Federal Election Commission received a complaint that indicates American Media, Inc. may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of J971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 7364. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence. 
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against American Media, Inc. in this matter. If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission's consideration ofthis matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge. Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public. Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies. 
	1 

	If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number ofsuch counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission. Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter ofthe complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in this
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations ofthe Act to the Department ofJustice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30 I 07(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one of the following (note, if submitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt by 
	email): 
	email): 
	email): 

	Mail Federal Election Commission Office ofComplaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn: Kathryn Ross, Paralegal 999 E Street, NW Washington, DC 20463 
	Mail Federal Election Commission Office ofComplaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn: Kathryn Ross, Paralegal 999 E Street, NW Washington, DC 20463 
	OR 
	Email cela@fec.gov 


	Ifyou have any questions, please contact Kathryn Ross at (202) 694-1539 or toll free at 1-800-424-9530. For your information, we have enclosed a brief description ofthe Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	JeffS. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	cc: Registered Agent The Corporation Trust Company Corporation Trust Center 1209 Orange Street Wilmington, DE 19801 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	David J. Pecker 
	David J. Pecker 
	David J. Pecker 
	APR 19 2018 

	Greenwich, CT 06830 
	Greenwich, CT 06830 

	TR
	RE: MUR 7364 

	Dear Mr. Pecker: 
	Dear Mr. Pecker: 


	The Federal Election Commission received a complaint that indicates you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy ofthe complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 7364. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence. 
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against you in this matter. If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission's consideration ofthis matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge. Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days ofreceipt of this letter. Ifno
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30l 09(a)(J2)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public. Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies.
	1 

	If you intend to be represented by counsel in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number ofsuch counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission. Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter ofthe complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in this
	.The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations ofthe Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30 I09(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations oflaw not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30l07(a)(9). 
	.The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations ofthe Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30 I09(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations oflaw not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30l07(a)(9). 

	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one ofthe following (note, if submitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt by 
	email): 
	email): 
	email): 

	Mail Federal Election Commission Office ofComplaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn: Kathryn Ross, Paralegal 999 E Street, NW Washington, DC 20463 
	Mail Federal Election Commission Office ofComplaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn: Kathryn Ross, Paralegal 999 E Street, NW Washington, DC 20463 
	OR 
	Email cela@fec.gov 


	If you have any questions, please contact Kathryn Ross at (202) 694-1539 or toll free at 1-800-424-9530. For your information, we have enclosed a brief description ofthe Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	ff;~/4 
	ff;~/4 
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, O.C. 20463 
	APR 19 2018 .
	Michael Cohen 
	New York, NY 10022 
	RE: MUR 7364 
	Dear Mr. Cohen: 
	The Federal Election Commission received a complaint that indicates you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 7364. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence. 
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against you in this matter. If you wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission's consideration of this matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge. Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt ofthis letter. Ifn
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)( l 2)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public. Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies. 
	1 

	1fyou intend to be represented by cow1Sel in this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the enclosed form stating the name, address and telephone number ofsuch counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission. Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter of the complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in this
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations ofthe Act to the Department ofJustice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30 I 07(aX9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one ofthe following (note, ifsubmitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt by 
	email): 
	email): 
	email): 

	Mail Federal Election Commission Office ofComplaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn: Kathryn Ross, Paralegal 999 E Street, NW Washington, DC 20463 
	Mail Federal Election Commission Office ofComplaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn: Kathryn Ross, Paralegal 999 E Street, NW Washington, DC 20463 
	OR 
	Email cela@fec.gov 


	Ifyou have any questions, please contact Kathryn Ross at (202) 694-1539 or toll free at 1-800-424-9530. For your information, we have enclosed a brief description ofthe Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Sincerely, 
	If 
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 


	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	Dylan Howard 
	Dylan Howard 
	Dylan Howard 
	APR 19 201a· 

	New York, NY 10005 
	New York, NY 10005 

	TR
	RE: MUR 7364 

	Dear Mr. Howard: 
	Dear Mr. Howard: 


	The Federal Election Commission received a complaint that indicates you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 7364. Please refer to this number in all future correspondence. 
	The Act affords you the opportunity to demonstrate in writing that no action should be taken against you in this matter. Ifyou wish to file a response, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the Commission's consideration ofthis matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted under oath by persons with relevant knowledge. Your response, which should be addressed to the General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. Ifno
	This matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and § 30109(a)( l 2)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made public. Please be advised that, although the Commission cannot disclose information regarding an investigation to the public, it may share information on a confidential basis with other law enforcement agencies. 
	1 

	Ifyou 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 ofsuch counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission. Please note that you have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records, and materials relating to the subject matter of the complaint until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in this
	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations ofthe Act to the Department ofJustice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id §30I 07(a)(9). 
	Any correspondence sent to the Commission, such as a response, must be addressed to one ofthe following (note, ifsubmitting via email this Office will provide an electronic receipt by 
	email): 
	email): 
	email): 

	Mail 
	Mail 
	OR 
	Email 

	Federal Election Commission Office ofComplaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn: Kathryn Ross, Paralegal 999 E Street, NW Washington, DC 20463 
	Federal Election Commission Office ofComplaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn: Kathryn Ross, Paralegal 999 E Street, NW Washington, DC 20463 
	cela@fec.gov 


	Jfyou have any questions, please contact Kathryn Ross at (202) 694-1539 or toll free at 1-800-424-9530. For your information, we have enclosed a briefdescription ofthe Commission's procedures for handling complaints. 
	Figure
	Jeff S. Jordan Assistant General Counsel Complaints Examination & Legal Administration 
	cc: Dylan Howard c/o American Media, Inc. 4 New York Plaza New York, NY 10004 
	Digitally signed 
	by Kathryn Ross Date: 
	Figure
	2018.05.02 

	51 LOUISIANA AVENUE, N.W. •  WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001.2113 
	Figure
	14:13:28 -04'00' 
	TELEPHONE: +1.202.879.3939 • FACSIMILE: +1.202.626.1700 
	May 1, 2018 
	VIA EMAIL 
	VIA EMAIL 

	Kathleen Guith Office of General Counsel Federal Election Commission 1050 First Street, N.E. Washington, DC 20463 
	Re: 
	Matters Under Review 7364 & 7366 

	Dear Ms. Guith: 
	Our clients Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and Treasurer Bradley T. Crate have received the Complaints in the above-referenced Matters Under Review. In light of other professional demands, including additional FEC enforcement matters, we request an extension of time for their responses to June 8, 2018.  This extension allow adequate opportunity to review and respond to the Complaints. 
	Thank you in advance for your consideration of this request. 
	Sincerely, 
	/s/ E. Stewart Crosland 
	E. Stewart Crosland 
	ALKHOBAR  AMSTERDAM  ATLANTA  BEIJING  BOSTON  BRISBANE  BRUSSELS  CHICAGO  CLEVELAND  COLUMBUS  DALLAS DETROIT  DUBAI  DÜSSELDORF  FRANKFURT  HONG KONG  HOUSTON  IRVINE  JEDDAH  LONDON  LOS ANGELES  MADRID MEXICO CITY  MIAMI  MILAN  MINNEAPOLIS  MOSCOW  MUNICH  NEW YORK  PARIS  PERTH  PITTSBURGH  RIYADH SAN DIEGO  SAN FRANCISCO  SÃO PAULO  SHANGHAI  SILICON VALLEY  SINGAPORE  SYDNEY  TAIPEI  TOKYO  WASHINGTON 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	May 2, 2018 
	Via e-mail 
	E. Stewart Crosland Jones Day 51 Louisiana Avenue, NW Washington, DC 20001-2113 
	RE: MUR 7364 & 7366 Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., and Bradley T. Crate, Treasurer 
	Dear Mr. Crosland: 
	This is in response to your request for an extension to respond to the complaint filed in the above mentioned matter we received via e-mail on May 1, 2018. After considering the circumstances in this matter, the Office of General Counsel has granted the requested extension.  Accordingly, your clients’ responses are due on or before the close of business June 8, 2018. If 
	you have any questions, you may contact me or Kristina Portner at cela@fec.gov. 

	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Kathryn Ross, Paralegal Complaints Examination and Legal Administration 
	Digitally signed by Kristina 
	1! .J--0 J.--Portner 
	McDermott 
	McDermott 
	fW,P"-' ICD'-"" Oate: 
	2018.05.03 


	Will&Emery 
	Will&Emery 
	Table
	TR
	09:24:56 -04'00' 

	Boston Brussels Chicago Diisseldorf Frankfurt Houston Milan Munich New Yoo Orange COU1ty Paris Rome Strategic alliance with MWE China Law Offices (Shanghai) 
	Boston Brussels Chicago Diisseldorf Frankfurt Houston Milan Munich New Yoo Orange COU1ty Paris Rome Strategic alliance with MWE China Law Offices (Shanghai) 
	S
	Loneoul 
	don Sili
	Los Angeles con Valley W
	Miami ashington, D.C. 
	stephen M. Ryan Attorney at Law sryan@mwe.com +1 202 756 8333 


	May 2, 2018 
	VIA EMAIL TO CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION 
	CELA@fec.gov 

	Federal Election Commission Office of Complaints Examination and Legal Administration Attn: Katlnyn Ross, Paralegal 999 E Street, N.W. Washington, DC 20463 
	Re: MURs 7364 and 7366 
	To the Office of Complaints Examination and Legal Administration: 
	On behalf of Respondent Michael Cohen, we are writing regarding the complaints in MURs 7364 and 7366. We respectfully request that the Commission pennit Respondent to submit a joint response to MURs 7364 and 7366 by Friday, June 8, 2018. Permitting the Respondent to submit a joint response by June 8th will conserve the resources of the Commission and the Respondent. 
	Thank you for your consideration ofthis request. 
	~CN) 
	Stephen M. Ryan Counsel for Respondent Michael Cohen 
	Stephen M. Ryan Counsel for Respondent Michael Cohen 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	May 3, 2018 
	Via e-mail 
	Stephen M. Ryan McDe1mott Will & Eme1y 500 North Capitol Street, NW Washington, DC 20001 
	RE:MUR 7364 & 7366 Michael Cohen 
	Dear Mr. Ryan: 
	This is in response to your email dated May 2, 2018, requesting an extension to respond to the complaint filed in the above mentioned matter. After considering the circumstances in this matter, the Office of General Counsel has granted the requested extension. Accordingly, your client's response is due on or before the close of business on June 8, 2018. Ifyou have any questions, you may contact me or Kathlyn Ross at . 
	cela@fec.gov

	Sincere!_ , 
	Kristina Po1tner Complaints Examination and Legal Administration 

	Wiley 
	Wiley 
	Digitally signed '1/ J--,0j,,-byKristina 
	flAIJll'-/CD'-'Portner 
	J{e1n 
	J{e1n 
	Date:2018.05.04 
	Date:2018.05.04 

	. LLP 
	16:40:17-04W 
	Andrew G. Woodson 
	202.719.4638 May4,2018 
	awoodson@wileyrein.com 

	BY EMAIL (CELA@FEC.GOV) 
	BY EMAIL (CELA@FEC.GOV) 

	Mr. Jeff S. Jordan, Assistant General Counsel Attn: Kathryn Ross, Paralegal Office of Complaints Examination and Legal Administration Federal Election Commission 
	I050 First Street, NW Washington, DC 20463 
	Re: Matters Under Review 7364 & 7366 
	Dear Mr. Jordan: 
	This office represents American Media, Inc. ("AMI"), David Pecker, and Dylan Howard in connection with Matter Under Review ("MUR") 7364, and AMI and Mr. Pecker in connection with MUR 7366 (collectively, the "Resrondents"). Enclosed please find executed Statements of Designation ofCounsel from the Respondents in the respective matters. 
	On April 24, Respondents began receiving your letters and acc.ompanying copies of the complaints concerning a possible violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 , as amended. Although your notice grants Res_:>ondents I5 days to submit a response, Respondents request a 30-day extension from the date the documents began arriving -i.e., until June 7, 20 I8 -to provide the FEC with a written response pursuant to 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(l). Respondents intend to file a single response to the complaints
	Good cause exists for granting this modest extension. This off.ce will need more than 15 days to confer with our clients, investigate the allegations in the complaint, and compile an appropriate response. The complaint also implicates serious First Amendment concerns rooted in AMI's 1ights offree spee~h and freedom of the press. The requested extension will ensure that Respor.dents can clarify, correct, and respond to the complaints' allegations before the FEC decides whether there is reason to believe that


	Wiley
	Wiley
	J{( ·111 
	J{( ·111 
	LU' 
	May 4, 2018 Page 2 
	I appreciate the Commission's accommodation ofadditional time in this matter. Please contact me ifyou have any questions. 
	Sincerely, 
	Figure
	Andrew G. Woodson Enclosures 
	Andrew G. Woodson Enclosures 


	Digitally signed by Kristina
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	11 .J--O1--Portner 
	{WJJ"-/c@'--" Date:
	1050 First Street, NE 
	16:38:49 --04'00' 
	2018.05.04 
	Washington, DC 20463 

	Figure
	STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL 
	Provide one fonn for each Respondent/Witness 
	EMAIL FAX 202-219-3923 AR/MUlURR/P-MURI# 7364 & 7366 Name ofCounsel: . Andrew Woodson 
	cela@fec.gov 

	Fi1m: Wtley Rein LLP ____,,__ . . Address: 1776 KStreet NW 
	. -. ------------·--····--Washington, D.C. 20006 
	-

	Office#: (202) 719-7000 
	---·-· _ Fax#: (202) 719-7049 __ ---·-------__ Mobile#: __________ E-mail: The above-named individual and/or firm is hereby designated as my counsel and is authorized to receive any 
	awoodson@wileyrein.com 

	:tificat;ons and 00:katiys fr~~and to act on my behalf befure the Comm;ss;on. ~ f-t fr<;(~ A_ ~_~------General Counsel 
	..,...,._~"----'---''--":;..._-~-~.c....:::,___ 
	~ (Signature• Respondent/Agent/Treasurer) Title 
	RESPONDENT: American Media, Inc. 
	(Committee Name/ Company Name/Individual Named in Notification Letter) 
	(Print Tl'easul'er Name if Applicable) 
	(Print Tl'easul'er Name if Applicable) 
	(Print Tl'easul'er Name if Applicable) 

	Mailing Add_ress: (Please Print) 
	Mailing Add_ress: (Please Print) 
	4 New York Plaza New York, NY 10004 


	Home#: ___ ____ _ _ __ Mobile#: 
	Office#: Fax#: E-mail: ___ ,_______________________ __________ _ 
	This form relates to a Federal Election Commission matter that is subject to the confidentiality provisions of 52 U.S.C. §30109(a)(l 2XA). This section prohibits making public any notification or investigation conducted by the Federal Election Commission without the express written consent of the person under investigation. 
	Rev.2018 
	• 
	Digitally signed byKlistina 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	'11 .J-0 j,-Portner /7,(IJI,'-/(.(11'--'Date:
	1050 Fil'st Sh:eet, NE 
	16:37:50 -04'00' 
	2018.05.04 

	Washington, DC 20463 
	Figure
	STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL .P..rovide one form for each Resptlndenr/Witness EMAIL FAX 202-219-3923 AR/MUR/RR/P-MUR# 7364 & '(366 Name of Counsel: Andrew Woodson firm: \Niley Rein LLP · Address: 1776 K Street NW Washington, D.C. 20006 
	cela@fec.gov 

	Office#: (202) 71 9-7000 Fax#: (202) 71 9-7049 Mobile//: 
	E-mai l: 
	awoodson@wileyreln.com 

	The above-named inclividL1al and/or fil'm is hereby designated as my counsel and is authorized lo rcCQive any notifications and other communications fr the Commission and to act on my behalf before the Commission. 
	05/02/2018 
	RESPONDENT: Mr. David Pecker 
	(Committee Name/ Company Namc/lndlvidunl No med in NotlJ'lcntion Lcttcl') 
	(P1·tnl Tl'easure1· Name If Ap plicable) 
	(P1·tnl Tl'easure1· Name If Ap plicable) 
	(P1·tnl Tl'easure1· Name If Ap plicable) 

	Mailing Address: 
	Mailing Address: 
	(contact through counsel) 

	(Please Prin t) 
	(Please Prin t) 


	Home#: Mobile#: 
	Office/J: Fax#: 
	E-mail: 
	-
	-


	This fo1-m relates to a Federal Election Commission mancr that is subject lo theconfidentiality provisions of 52 U.S.C. § 30109(u)(t2)(A). · investigation conducted by the Pe1lc18I Election Commission without the express wdncn consent of the person under irwcstigntion. 
	This section prohibits moking public nny notificution 
	01

	Rev. 2018 
	DigiUlly signed 
	byl<ristina 
	Figure
	U-f&e~ 
	U-f&e~ 
	2018.0S.04 
	2018.0S.04 

	16:37:17-04'00' 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 1050 Fil'st Street, NE Washington, DC 20463 
	STATEMENT OF UESfGNATlON OF COUNS~L 
	Provide one form for each Resnon1fon1/Witness EMAIL FAX 202-219-3923 AR/MUR/RR/P-MURlf _73_6_4______ Name of Counsel: 
	cela@fec.gov 

	Andrew Woodson rirrn· Wiley Rein LLP. 
	Address: 1776 K Street NW Washington, D.C. 20006 Office#: (202) 719-7000 Fax#: (202) 719-7049 
	--------------·-----
	-

	Mobile#: r-ma,I. 
	awoodson@wileyrein.com 

	The above-named individual and/ 1rm is hereby designated as my counsel and is authorized to receive any 
	1 t' s from the Commis,1011 and to act on my behulf before the Com111iss1011 ee N11mc/ Company N11me/fmlivlrlunl Nnmed in Notification l.eltcr) 
	(Print Tre1uurer Nnmc if Applicable) 
	Mailing Add_ress: (contact through counsel) (Please Print) -------------------
	-

	Home#: Mobile#· 
	Office#: Fax#. 
	E-mail: 
	This form relates 10 a Fcdernl Elecllon <.<>mm1~sion muu~r thal is suhJCCt to the conlidcmiality provisions of 12 U.S.C § JO !09( u)( l2XA). This section prohibits mnking 11ubhi; 11r1~ no1ificu11011 or invc.~!igaiion wnductcd by lhc Federal I. lecuon ( ommission wilhoul the express wriitcn conscn< ofthe pc,son undc, iuvcstir,Jlion. 
	Rev. 2018 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 
	May 4, 2018 
	Via e-mail 
	Andrew G. Woodson Wiley Rein LLP 1776 K Street Washington, DC 20006 
	RE: MUR 7364 & 7366 American Media, Inc., David Pecker and Dylan Howard 
	Dear Mr. Woodson: 
	This is in response to your request for an extension to respond to the complaint filed in the above mentioned matters we received via e-mail on May 4, 2018. After considering the circumstances in these matters, the Office of General Counsel has granted the requested extension.  Accordingly, your clients’ responses are due on or before the close of business on June 7, 2018.  
	If you have any questions, you may contact me or Kathryn Ross at cela@fec.gov.

	      Sincerely,
	Figure

	      Kristina Portner      Complaints Examination and Legal Administration 
	Digitally signed 

	by Kathryn Ross 
	by Kathryn Ross 
	o/<"'~ir-A.,___,

	Date: 2018.06.08 
	Date: 2018.06.08 




	Wiley 
	Wiley 
	11 :11 :59 -04'00' 

	lle.111 
	lle.111 
	LLP 
	Andrew G. Woodson June 7, 2018 
	awoodson@wileyrein.com 

	Mr. Jeff S. Jordan, Assistant General Counsel Attn: Kathryn Ross, Paralegal Office of Complaints Examination and Legal Administration Federal Election Commission 
	1050 First Street, NE Washington, D.C. 20463 
	Re: Matters Under Review 7364 & 7366 {American Media, Inc., et al.) 
	Dear Mr. Jordan: 
	This letter responds to two complaints, separately designated as Matters Under Review ("MURs") 7364 and 7366. The Federal Election Commission ("FEC" or the "Commission") extended the deadline for responding to these complaints until today. 
	In MUR 7364, Common Cause and Paul S. Ryan allege that American Media, Inc. ("AMI") violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the "FECA" or the "Act") by making an unlawful corporate contribution to the Donald J. Trump for President Committee. In MUR 7366, Mr. Shripal Shah of the American Bridge 21st Century Foundation ("American Bridge"), floats the "possibility" that AMI, as well as AMI's President, David Pecker, violated the Act by making unlawful corporate contributions to the Trum
	1 
	2 

	The central factual allegation underlying both complaints is that AMI, a leading publisher in health and fitness magazines, investigative journalism and 
	The Complaint also names President Donald J. Trump and Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. as respondents. It does not name David Pecker, A Mi's President and CEO, or Dylan Howard, AMI's Chief Content Officer and Vice-President, as respondents, although the Commission separately notified Messrs. Pecker and Howard of the Complaint. Since Messrs. Pecker and Howard are not identified as respondents, there is no need for them to separately respond to the Complaint. See 11 C.F.R. §§ l I 1.4, I I I .7 (permitting
	See American Bridge Complaint at 12. The Complaint also names President Donald J. Trump, Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., Mr. Timothy Jost, and Mr. Michael Cohen as respondents. 
	Figure
	June7,2018 Page 2 
	celebrity news, made an unlawful campaign contribution to the Trump campaign by paying $30,000 to a prospective news source, Mr. Dino Sajudin, in 2015. The complaints allege that this payment, made for an exclusive right to a story about an alleged "love child" fathered decades ago by Donald Trump, represented a contribution to the Trump campaign because AMI ultimately chose not to publish the story. 
	The FECA, however, contains a broad Press Exemption that excludes from regulation the costs incurred by news media to gather, cover, and publish news, as well as the underlying editorial decisions concerning if and when a story should be published. On many previous occasions, including in recent enforcement matters involving National Public Radio, CNN, CBS and the New York Times, the Commission has observed the limits on its jurisdiction to investigate and second­guess the decision-making process of those i
	3 

	Here, the facts show that after conducting a lie detector test and investigating the accuracy ofSajudin's story, AMI could not confirm the veracity of the underlying allegation. As more fully explained below and in the accompanying affidavit ofDylan Howard, an investigation by AMI concluded that although Mr. Sajudin probably heard rumors about a Trump love child while he worked as a doorman at the Trump Tower, those rumors could not be substantiated. Indeed, no media outlet has ever determined that such rum
	But even absent application of the Press Exemption, there are many other reasons to dismiss this case. For example, AMI's payment to Mr. Sajudin was 
	Statement ofComm 'r Ellen L. Weintraub, MUR 5540 (CBS Broadcasting, Inc.) (July 12, 2005) ("Weintraub-CBS Statement"). 
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	compensation for the exclusive rights to his story, which potentially could have been very valuable to AMI, not "for the purpose of influencing an election" as required by the Act. Furthermore, AMI's decision to refrain from publishing the rumor -i.e., silence -is not a cognizable "thing of value" contemplated by the Act's definition of"contribution." In other words, the payment simply does not constitute regulable activity under the FECA. 
	More fundamentally, the complaints themselves were not filed by anyone with direct knowledge of the underlying facts. Instead, they were filed by two interest groups using second-hand press accounts that report hearsay opinions, the speculation ofanonymous sources, and the authors' rhetorical conclusions about "catch and kill" journalism. But the editorial opinions of Ronan Farrow and Jeffrey Too bin do not count as evidence. Respectfully, if the Commission intends to disregard prior court decisions, start 
	Apart from its discussion of the Sajudin allegation, the American Bridge complaint also contains allegations regarding AMI's agreement with Karen McDougal. AMI previously addressed that issue and incorporates its response dated April 13, 2018, and a forthcoming supplemental response, submitted in MUR 7324/7332. As for the American Bridge complaint's allegation ofa criminal conspiracy, it suffices to observe that the Commission does not have jurisdiction over criminal allegations under 18 U.S.C. § 371, and a
	4 

	For these and other reasons detailed in this submission, the Commission should find no reason to believe that AMI violated the Act and close the file in this matter. 
	See, e.g., 52 U.S.C. § 30106(b)(I) (authorizing the Commission to "administer, seek to obtain compliance with, and formulate policy with respect to, Jhis Act and chapter 95 and chapter 96 oftitle 26. The Commission shall have exclusive jurisdiction with respect to the civil enforcement of such provisions.") (emphasis added); 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(l), (a)(2), (a)(4), (a)(5) (limiting the complaints that may be entertained and acted upon by the Commission to "a violation ofthis Act or ofchapter 95 or chapter 9
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	FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
	FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
	A. General Background on AMI and the News Industry 
	AMI is a national media company that has been in the publishing business since 1999.AMI is not now, and never has been, owned or controlled by any political party, political committee, or political candidate.
	5 
	6 

	AMI owns and publishes the leading celebrity and health and fitness magazines in the country, including Men's Journal, Muscle & Fitness, Soap Opera Digest, US Weekly, National Examiner, Globe, OK! and Star.The overall readership of the company's magazines-among print and digital publications -is estimated at 49.3 million readers.
	1 
	8 

	One of AMI's most well-known publications is the National Enquirer ("Enquirer"), which was founded in 1929 and has been published weekly by AMI since 1999.In industry parlance, the Enquirer is a "tabloid" genre publication focusing on current events, crime, scandals and the personal lives of celebrities, the rich and famous, and political figures. The circulation of the Enquirer print edition is approximately 250,000 per week with a readership of approximately 5.5 million. The online edition has approximate
	9 
	10 
	11 
	12 

	The Enquirer is also known for investigative journalism, including its reporting "on the O.J. Simpson case in the 1990s, [the] 2001 disclosure that Jesse Jackson had fathered an out-of-wedlock child, [and] its 2003 report that Florida 
	See Affidavit of Dylan Howard, 13 ("Howard A ff.") (attached). 
	See Affidavit of Dylan Howard, 13 ("Howard A ff.") (attached). 
	See Affidavit of Dylan Howard, 13 ("Howard A ff.") (attached). 

	6 
	6 
	Id 

	TR
	Id t 4. 

	TR
	Id 15. 

	9 
	9 
	Id. t 6. 

	10 
	10 
	Id. 

	II 
	II 
	Id. 

	12 
	12 
	Id. 
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	authorities were looking into prescription drug abuse by Rush Limbaugh."In fact, the Enquirer has earned national recognition for its journalistic endeavors in this regard, including for its coverage ofSenator John Edwards' affair with campaign staffer Rielle Hunter. 
	13 
	14 

	Like many other outlets, an integral part of the Enquirer's editorial and marketing strategy is to acquire and report exclusive stories. Exclusive stories give the Enquirer an advantage over competitors -both tabloids and mainstream news publications -in reporting new and interesting That in tum increases newsstand sales. In recent years, however, with television news divisions joining in the bidding wars, industry competition has "spur[red] an arms race to buy big stories. "A "big story, with several bidde
	15 
	news and information.
	16 
	17 
	18 
	19 
	or filmmakers.
	20 

	Howard Kurtz, John Edwards 's Paternity Admission Vindicates National Enquirer, its Editor Says, Wash. Post, Jan. 22, 20 IO; Howard Aff. 17. See also Dan Weil, From Gossip to Gospel: National Enquirer Turns Respectable; POUTJCAL SCOOPS: Tabloid That Once Dug for Dirt Now Uncovers Legitimate Stories, Cox News Service (Mar. 11, 200 I). 
	13 

	See, e.g., Emily Miller, National Enquirer Officially in Running for Pulitzer Prize, , May 25, 2011; Press Release, AMI, The National Enquirer Dominates with Six Nominations for Magazine Media Awards, May I0, 2016, available at ­magazine-media-awards. 
	14 
	HuffingtonPost.com
	https://www.americanmediainc.com/press-release/national-enquirer-dominates-six-nominations

	,s See, e.g., Howard Aff. 17; Jeremy Peters, Payingfor News? It's Nothing New, N.Y. Times (Aug. 6, 2011) (noting that the paper paid a Titanic survivor "multiple times his annual salary" for his account of the disaster); Richard Harwood, What Is This Thing Called 'News'?, Washington Post (Mar. 12, 1994) (reporting that Tonya Harding was paid $600,000 to appear on Inside Edition). 
	16 
	16 
	16 
	Howard Aff. 17. 

	i1 
	i1 
	Id 

	18 
	18 
	Paul Farhi, Up for Audit: 'Checkbook Journalism' and the News Groups That Buy Big 


	Stories, Wash. Post, Nov. 17, 20 I 0. 
	19 Id 
	See id It is widely acknowledged in the media industry that "bidding wars can pay off for the buyer. The British celebrity magazine Hello! often made a profit on its checkbook journalism by reselling material it had bought to other news organizations." Id 
	20 
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	Like all media enterprises, AMI's publications, including the Enquirer, routinely make editorial judgments about which stories to publish, when to publish, when to delay publishing to a later date, and in some cases not to publish stories. The Enquirer's editorial criteria are based upon a range offactors, including, but not limited to, reader interest and reader bias, editorial stance of the publication, truth and accuracy, as well as legal considerations. 
	21 

	As one prominent attorney has explained: "The Enquirer really tries to get it right. ... It's subject to the same libel laws everybody else is."To take an example, "[f]ive Enquirer reporters ... spent more than a month in 2007 chasing down [rumors ofa John McCain affair] but failed to uncover any documentary evidence."Despite the Enquirer's significant investment of staff time and financial resources, the publication's then-editor-in-chief explained: "I wouldn't have run that piece, there was nothing in it 
	22 
	23 
	24 

	For its part, Donald Trump has been the subject of Enquirer attention -both positive and negative-long before he became the 2016 Republican presidential nominee. For example, the Washington Post reported in 2010 that the Enquirer paid sources for "sensational ... 'revelations' about Donald Trump by his ex­housekeeper." In 2016, the Enquirer also published an editorial expressly supporting the election of Donald Trump. 
	25 

	In addition to the Enquirer, AMI publishes a number ofother titles, with a particular focus on health and fitness publications. AMI routinely pays editors, 
	21 
	For example, the Enquirer and other publications are often targets of exorbitant lawsuits for their news coverage. See, e.g., Brian Freeman, Dr. Phil Sues National Enquirer for $250 Million, , July 10, 2016; Hulk Hogan's legal Leg Drop Sets Precedent/or Celebrity Journalism, JD Supra Blog, June I, 2016. 
	Newsmax.com

	22 
	Gabriel Sherman, Open Tab, The New Republic (Sept. I0, 2008). See also Mary Feeney, Tabloids Turning Mainstream, Hartford Courant (Mar. 2, 2001) (explaining that the "Enquirer is often the publication that gets it right[. as] the paper has 25 people 'who fact-check stuff up the wazoo'"). 
	23 
	23 
	23 
	Shennan, supra note 22. 

	24 
	24 
	Id 

	2S 
	2S 
	Farhi, supra note 18. 
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	journalists, columnists, writers, models, photographers, printers, sources and other professionals to 
	produce, present and/or publish content for its publications.
	26 

	B. AMl's Newsgathering and Editorial Decisions. 
	Although AMI is not required to explain or justify its editorial decisions to the government, AMI previously has published many of the facts about its arrangement with Mr. Sajudin and therefore re-states them here.AMI's published account is accurate and is supported here under oath by the National Enquirer's editor, Dylan Howard. The editorialized accounts in The New Yorker and elsewhere, on which the complaints are based, are inaccurate or misleading and are not supported by sworn testimony or the author's
	27 

	In or about November 2015, Mr. Sajudin, a doorman for the Trump Organization at Trump World Tower between 2008 and 2014, approached the Enquirer about a rumor he had heard on the job involving an alleged Trump "love child."On or about November 13,2015, AMI and Mr. Sajudin entered into a standard confidentiality agreement for "confidential information," defined as "information regarding Mr. Donald Trump; and any and all documentation in Source's possession relevant to the Confidential Information including, 
	28 
	29 
	30 

	Howard Aff.1j 9. 
	26 

	Prez Love Child Shocker! Ex-Trump Worker Peddling Rumor Donald Has 1/legitimate Child, Radar Online, Apr. 11, 2018 (attached as Ex. A to Howard Aff.). 
	27 

	28 
	28 
	28 
	Id. 11 
	I 1. 

	29 
	29 
	Id. 1 12 & Exhibit B. 

	30 
	30 
	Id. 11 13 & Exhibit C. 
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	Payments have ranged from minor to significant amounts, depending on Enquirer and other AMI publications publicize this fact.
	exclusive rights.
	31 
	the story.
	32 
	33 

	For stories that are particularly sensational, AMI typically submits the source to a polygraph, or lie detector, test.On December 9, 2015, AMI agreed to pay $500 of the $30,000 up front to Mr. Sajudin upon satisfactory completion ofa polygraph test to be completed later that day.
	34 
	So it did with Mr. Sajudin.
	35 
	36 

	The polygraph test was completed on December 9, 2015, by Searching for the Truth Investigative Services, which is the company routinely used by AMI for The results of the test indicated that Mr. Sajudin was being truthful in his responses that he did, in fact: (I) hear from employees and residents of the Trump World Towers that [another employee] had a child with Donald Trump; and 
	such tests.
	37 

	(2) overhear rumors that [ another employee] "got knocked up by the boss. "Other than hearing the rumor, however, Mr. Sajudin had no other knowledge about the truth or falsity of the existence of any actual "love child."
	38 
	39 

	Upon his successful completion of the polygraph test, Mr. Sajudin demanded that unless AMI pay him the entire $30,000 source fee up front, he would Because AMI wanted to pursue the allegation further, and did not want to lose the story to another publication, AMI submitted to Mr. Sajudin's demands and agreed to pay him the entire fee regardless of whether it published the story. An Amendment to the Source Agreement was executed on or about December 17, 2015, pursuant to which AMI agreed to pay Mr. Sajudin t
	Upon his successful completion of the polygraph test, Mr. Sajudin demanded that unless AMI pay him the entire $30,000 source fee up front, he would Because AMI wanted to pursue the allegation further, and did not want to lose the story to another publication, AMI submitted to Mr. Sajudin's demands and agreed to pay him the entire fee regardless of whether it published the story. An Amendment to the Source Agreement was executed on or about December 17, 2015, pursuant to which AMI agreed to pay Mr. Sajudin t
	take the story elsewhere.
	40 
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	31 
	31 
	31 
	Id. 17. 

	32 
	32 
	Id. 

	33 
	33 
	Id. 

	34 
	34 
	ld.114. 

	35 
	35 
	Id. 1~ 15-16. 

	36 
	36 
	ld.115. 

	37 
	37 
	ld.116. 
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	Id. & Exhibit A. 
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	Id. t 17. 

	40 
	40 
	Id. 118. 


	Figure
	damages penalty of$1 That was necessary to protect AMI's investment not only in Mr. Sajudin's story but also its expenditure of resources to conduct an investigation. 
	million should Mr. Sajudin breach the agreement.
	41 

	Mr. Sajudin never had first-hand knowledge that Trump fathered a child with another employee. He had only heard rumors from others. Neither Mr. Sajudin nor anyone else had evidence to support or substantiate the rumors he had heard. Therefore, the Enquirer engaged in a four-week investigation, which included the assignment of four AMI reporters to conduct dozens ofphone calls, interviews, stakeouts at the homes of the alleged mistress and love child in New Also, as is customary when AMI is considering publi
	York and California, and extensive background research.
	42 
	43 
	rumor.
	44 
	45 

	The Enquirer reached the conclusion that it would not publish the story based on its standard editorial criteria which include, but are not limited to, reader interest and reader bias, editorial stance of the publication, truth and accuracy, as well as 
	legal considerations.
	46 

	As time passed, other media outlets apparently approached Mr. Sajudin to discuss the story. Having decided not to publish the story, AMI released Mr. Sajudin from the exclusivity clause that had accompanied the $30,000 payment so that he could tell his story to 
	whomever he chose.
	47 

	41 
	41 
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	Id ,i 19. 
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	Id. 'ti 20. 
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	Id ,i 21. 
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	Id. 'ii 22. 
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	Id. iJ23. 
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	Id. 'ti 24. 

	47 
	47 
	Id ,i 25. 
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	C. The Complaints Misrepresent and Distort AMl's Conduct. 
	None of the complainants knows anything about AMI's actual conduct other than the fact that AMI did not publish the Sajudin story until the Radar Online article in April 2018.The complaints rely exclusively on second-hand hearsay publications, particularly an Associated Press article and a New Yorker article, as the basis for all of their factual allegations and editorial conclusions about AMI's Most of the sources quoted are anonymous or state opinion or conjecture but not fact. so Likewise the editorial c
	48 
	journalistic practices.
	49 
	evidence.
	51 

	This type ofcomplaint, consisting of mere regurgitation of misleading hearsay, speculation, and editorial spin about AMI by Ronan Farrow in the New Yorker is not an appropriate basis upon which to make a reason to believe finding. This is particularly true given how much of the complaints rest on anonymous 
	Prez love Child Shocker! Ex-Trump Worker Peddling Rumor Donald Has I/legitimate Child, Radar Online, Apr. 11, 2018. Exhibit A to Howard Aff. 
	48 

	Virtually every paragraph of the Common Cause complaint expressly states that it is "based on published reports" or cites and quotes such published reports. See Common Cause Complaint ~12,3,4, II, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19,34,35,36,37,40,41,42,45,46. Likewise,the American Bridge complaint expressly relies upon "headline after headline" and "articles [that) appear to confirm" its allegations, and it too states that its allegations are "based on publicly available published reports from reputable news ag
	49 

	12. Indeed, the concluding paragraph of American Bridge's complaint sums up its case: "(S)ince published reports have confirmed that AMI paid off two individuals for Mr. Trump just prior to the 2016 election, complainant asks that the Federal Election Commission investigate AMI ...." Id at 12. 
	so For example, the Common Cause complaint quotes the New Yorker for the proposition that "'[t)wo of the [anonymous) former A.M.l. employees said they believed that Cohen was in close contact with A.M.l. executives."' Common Cause Complaint 1 17 (emphasis added). Further, '"[s]everal [anonymous sources] said that they believed the coverup, rather than the [false) story itself, was of public importance,"' and "sources said they believed that the catch-and-kill operations had cemented a partnership between Pe
	si For example, Ronan Farrow's use of the words "catch-and-kill operations" represents his own rhetorical characterization of AMl's editorial practices. Id. 1 19. 
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	sources, which are a highly suspect basis for making a reason to believe finding, especially one against a media organization. 
	Tellingly, the American Bridge complaint wholly omits any mention that Mr. Sajudin's story (i.e., Trump's "love child") has never been substantiated despite reported efforts to confirm it. At least the Common Cause complaint acknowledges the New Yorker's admission that its anonymous sources "'expressed skepticism about Sajudin's claims,"'but Common Cause otherwise omits from its complaint that: 
	52 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Like AMI, the New Yorker also devoted significant resources and costs to investigating the story;53 

	• 
	• 
	Like AMI, the New Yorker also contacted a Trump representative for comment and "A spokesperson for the Trump Organization denied the allegations;"
	54 


	• 
	• 
	The New Yorker spoke with "the father" of the rumored love child who said "Sajudin's claim was 'completely false and ridiculous;"'and 
	55 


	• 
	• 
	Like AMI, "The New Yorker has uncovered no evidence that Trump fathered the child. "
	56 



	In fact, no media outlet -the Associated Press and New Yorker included-has uncovered any evidence that the Sajudin rumor is true. Both complaints omit critical facts in an effort to mislead the Commission into a reason to believe finding that AMI's editorial decision not to publish the false rumor violates the Act. 
	S2 
	Common Cause Complaint 1 18 
	Ronan Fa1Tow, The National Enquirer, A Trump Rumor, and Another Secret Payment to Buy Silence, The New Yorker, Apr. 12, 2018. 
	53 

	S4 Id. 
	ss Id. 
	S6 Id. 
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	THE LAW 
	THE LAW 
	The FECA prohibits corporations from making a "contribution" to a federal The term "contribution" includes "any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal office,"and also "any direct or indirect payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money, or any services, or anything of value ... to any candidate ... in connection with any election to [federal office]."A payment made for a differ
	candidate.
	57 
	58 
	59 
	60 

	The FECA also regulates "expenditures." The term expenditure includes "any purchase, payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money or anything of value, made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal office."Expenditures that are made "in cooperation, consultation, or concert, with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate, his authorized political committees, oftheir agents, shall be considered to be a contribution to such candidate."
	61 
	62 

	However, all costs incurred by press organizations in covering or carrying news and editorials are exempt from the definition ofcontribution and expenditure: 
	Any cost incurred in covering or carrying a news story, commentary, or editorial by any ... newspaper, magazine, or other periodical publication, including any Internet or electronic publication, is not a contribution unless the facility is owned or controlled by any political party, political committee, or 
	candidate.
	63 

	57 
	57 
	57 
	See 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a). 

	58 
	58 
	Id§ 30101(8)(A). 

	59 
	59 
	11 C.F.R. § I 14.I(a)(I). 

	60 
	60 
	Orloski v. FEC, 795 F.2d 156 (D.C. Cir. 1986). 

	61 
	61 
	52 U.S.C. § 30 IO I (9)(A)(i). 

	62 
	62 
	Id§ 30116(a)(7)(B)(i). 

	63 
	63 
	II C.F.R.§ I00.73;seealso52U.S.C. §30101(9)(B)(i); II C.F.R.§ 100.132. 
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	This provision, called the Press Exemption, was meant to ensure that the FECA did not "limit or burden in any way the first amendment freedoms of the press and of association. "
	64 

	Following the decisions in Reader's Digest Ass'n, Inc. v. FEC, 509 F. Supp. 1210 (S.D.N.Y. 1981) and FEC v. Phillips Publishing, Inc., 517 F. Supp. 1308 
	(D.D.C. 1981), the Commission has used "a two-step analysis to determine whether the media exemption applies."The Commission first considers whether the entity in question is a Second, in a two-factor analysis, the FEC considers 
	65 
	media entity.
	66 

	(1) whether the press entity is owned or controlled by a political party, political committee, or candidate, and, if not, (2) whether the media entity is acting as a media entity in conducting the activity at issue (i.e., whether the entity is acting in This "two-stage process was mandated because the media exemption represents a fundamental limitation on the jurisdiction of this agency, and even an investigation of publishers can trespass on the First Amendment. "
	its "legitimate press function.").
	67 
	68 

	The Press Exemption is a subject matter jurisdictional limit upon the Commission's authority to regulate and to The only inquiry the Commission may lawfully undertake at this stage of the proceedings is whether it is a legitimate press function for AMI, as a media entity, to make an editorial decision whether to run a 
	investigate.
	69 
	story sourced from Mr. Sajudin.
	70 

	H. R. Rep. No. 93-1239, at 4 ( 1974) ( discussing the statutory provision upon which the regulatory exemption is based). 
	64 

	Gs MUR 7230, Factual & Legal Analysis at 3 (NPR). See also MUR 7231, Factual & Legal Analysis at 4 (CNN); MUR 7218, Factual & Legal Analysis at 3-4 (New York Times). 
	Statement of Reasons ofComm'rs Darryl R. Wold, Danny L. McDonald, David M. Mason, Karl J. Sandstrom, and Scott E. Thomas, MU Rs 4929, 5006, 5090, and 5117 (ABC, CBS, NBC, New York Times, Los Angeles Times, and Wash Post et al.) (Dec. 20, 2000) ("Commission Statement on Investigatory Boundaries for Media Cases"). 
	66 

	67 
	67 
	67 
	Id at 2-3. 

	68 
	68 
	Id. 

	69 
	69 
	See Phillips Publ'g, Inc., 517 F. Supp. at 1313. 

	70 
	70 
	See Reader's Digest, 509 F. Supp. at 1215 ("[nJo inquiry may be addressed to sources of 


	information, research, motivation, connection with the campaign, etc."). Note that this is not the same as the Commission second-guessing the result of the editorial decision-making process. 
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	DISCUSSION 
	The complaints concede that AMI, as a well-established publisher of magazines of long-standing, is a media entity, and does not contend that AMI is "owned or controlled by a political party, political committee, or candidate." Instead, the complaints make two arguments: (1) that as a threshold matter, the payment to Mr. Sajudin is not exempt because the Enquirer did not publish the story; and (2) that AMI was not acting in its "legitimate press function" when it paid Mr. Sajudin for a story right. The error
	I. AMI'S PUBLISHING ACTIVITIES ARE EXEMPT FROM REGULATION UNDER THE PRESS EXEMPTION. 
	A. The Press Exemption Protects a News Organization's Decision Not to Publish a Story. 
	The complaints first argue that the Press Exemption does not apply because the Enquirer did not "distribute" the story, and the exemption protects only the distribution ofstories, not editorial decisions to hold stories. While the point is not seriously developed, complaints argue that, because Mr. Sajudin's story was not published by AMI, resources expended by a media company prior to "distribution" cannot qualify as "covering or carrying a news story."This is an absurd interpretation of the Press Exemptio
	71 

	The Press Exemption covers "any cost incurred in covering or carrying" news Covering a news story includes the newsgathering process. Press organizations frequently decide not to distribute, or carry, a story after incurring costs to gather news (i.e., the coverage function). 
	stories.
	72 

	"The press exemption applies broadly -not only to the pages ofa publication or to the content ofa newscast, but also to activities undertaken by a 
	11 C.F.R. § 100.73. Id. 
	71 
	72 

	Figure
	June 7, 2018 Page 15 
	press entity 'that fall broadly within the press entity's legitimate press function."'The Commission has -in no uncertain terms -made clear that reviewing the "competing claims of parties" and "choos[ing] which to feature, investigate or address in news, editorial and opinion coverage" is part of the "normal press function" exempted from regulation under 11 
	73 
	C.F.R. § 100.73.
	74 

	As discussed above, media outlets like the Enquirer discuss and debate whether to publish stories every day.While some stories get published, media outlets hold or decline to publish stories for a variety of In one particularly relevant example here, NBC News held back on publishing the now­well-known Access Hollywood In 1998, Newsweek decided not to publish Michael Isikoff's scoop that President Clinton had an affair with Monica Lewinsky after spending significant resources for Michael Isikoff to Many nati
	75 
	reasons.
	76 
	tape involving Donald Trump.
	77 
	develop the story.
	78 

	Statement ofVice Chairman David M. Mason and Comm'r Hans A. von Spakovsky, MUR 5679 (Scranton Times-Tribune) (Apr. 12, 2007). 
	73 

	74 
	74 
	74 
	Commission Statement on Investigatory Boundaries for Media Cases at 6. 

	?S 
	?S 
	See supra at 6. 

	16 
	16 
	See id. 

	11 
	11 
	Jack Shafer, Why Did NBC News Sit on the Trump Tape/or So long?, Politico (Oct. 10, 

	2016). 
	2016). 

	18 
	18 
	Noel Sheppard, Former Newsweek Editor on Why He Didn't Run Lewinsky Stmy: 'We 


	Didn't Feel We Were on Firm Enough Ground', NewsBusters, Nov. 6, 2011, didnt-run-lewinsky-story-we-didnt. Reports noted Newsweek's impatience with the amount oftime and resources lsikoffwas devoting to the President's personal life. See, e.g., David Shaw, Monica's Story: A lesson in Reslrainl, Los Angeles Times, Aug. 5, 1998 (noting that lsikoff"spent so much time on the story in 1997 -without producing anything solid enough to be published -that his editors reprimanded him and urged him to work on other st
	https://www.newsbusters.org/blogs/nb/noel-sheppard/20 I I/ I I /06/former-newsweek-editor-why-he­
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	during his presidency .And of course there are thousands of editorial decisions not to publish political stories on a wide variety ofother topics every day.
	79 
	80 

	AMI is no exception to these practices. It regularly exercises its editorial judgment to publish some stories and not others based upon criteria it is not required to justify to the federal government. It suffices that AMI's regular practice for decades has been to exercise its editorial discretion to decide which stories its readers want to read and which stories it desires to publish, or not to publish, as well as when and how it desires to Such decisions are a sine qua non of the journalistic process. Th
	report such stories.
	81 
	America.
	82 

	In fact, the Commission found no reason to believe that Sinclair Broadcasting violated the FECA in any way when it chose not to air a documentary film critical of presidential candidate John Kerry in the fall of2004. The Democratic National Committee, anticipating that Sinclair was about to direct its television stations to carry the documentary, filed a complaint to enjoin the broadcasts. Sinclair apparently had paid for license rights to the documentary, but ultimately decided not to carry the film. Commi
	83 
	84 

	Sean Hannity Cites MRC Data on Stormy-Selling Networks Omilling Clinton Accusers, 
	19 

	NewsBusters, Mar. graham/2018/03/23/hannity-cites-mrc-data-networks-omitting-clinton-accusers. 
	23, 2018, https://www.newsbusters.org/blogs/nb/tim­

	80 
	See, e.g., Media Research Ctr., The Censorship Election Special Report, re.org/s i tes/ defau I t/fi les/documents/Censorship Election .pdf. 
	http://www.m

	81 
	Howard Aff. 18. 
	The Common Cause Complaint pejoratively makes reference to a practice called "catch and kill." While use of the term is disputed, the terminology effectively means that the newsroom has made an editorial decision not to carry, or publish, a particular story. 
	82 

	See Statement ofReasons ofComm'r Weintraub, MUR.s 5562 and 5570 (Sinclair Broadcast Group, Inc.) (July 12, 2005). 
	83 

	See Statement ofComm'rs David M. Mason and Bradley A. Smith, MUR 5562 (Sinclair Broadcast Group, Inc.) at 3 (July 12, 2005). 
	84 
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	To suggest that the regulation does not exempt the time and financial resources a press entity expends to run down leads and research stories that ultimately are not published would be inconsistent with the First Amendment, congressional intent, and Commission precedent. For example, adopting the complainants' position would mean that, if a campaign provides an ultimately unpublished news tip to the New York Times, every penny in salary and expense spent by the Times to research and confirm the facts would 
	Finally, even the Complaint acknowledges that AMI followed regular The contract shows that AMI bargained for a potentially valuable news story, which is quite common in the media business. 
	tabloid newsgathering and editorial practices.
	85 

	In sum, the Press Exemption applies regardless of whether AMI published the story, and AMI's press activities are outside the Commission's subject matter jurisdiction. 
	See Common Cause Complaint~ 14 (calling "catch-and-kill" a regular "tabloid practice" and identifying Jerry George, who worked at AMI for decades, as one who "sometimes handled catch-and-kill contracts related to other celebrities") & ~ 15 ("Sajudin had called the National Enquirer's tip line and then 'signed a boilerplate contract with the Enquirer, agreeing to be an anonymous source and be paid upon publication.' The Enquirer then dispatched reporters to pursue the story and sent a polygraph expert to adm
	85 
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	B. The Press Exemption Protects AMl's Costs of Content Creation, Newsgathering, and Securing Exclusive Rights to a Story. 
	The complaints also attack AMI's payment to Mr. Sajudin as being outside the boundaries ofa "legitimate press function."But such claim is factually and legally baseless. 
	86 

	AMI paid Mr. Sajudin $30,000 for the exclusive right to his story. Without exclusivity (i.e., if multiple other publications were also free to run the story), there would be no point in the payment. Mr. Sajudin granted AMI exclusive story rights on a particular rumor. The purchase ofa story right is a common cost of"covering" news. So-called "checkbook journalism" -i.e., paying sources for stories -"has been a persistent ... feature of news coverage at even the most powerful and reputable news organizations
	87 
	88 

	The Enquirer is no different, having "unapologetically paid for interviews and photographs since the days of its founder."In fact, "the tabloid has paid anywhere from a few hundred dollars to six figures for scoops."Thus, AMl's payment to Mr. Sajudin for story rights is consistent with established journalistic practices in the media industry as well as AMI's own practices over 
	89 
	90 
	many years.
	91 

	Second-guessing AMI's practice of buying story rights would break with Commission precedent to the contrary. AMI's purchase of Mr. Sajudin's story rights is, for all practical purposes, no different than the funds Reader's Digest paid to sources to conduct a tidal analysis and computer study ofSenator Kennedy's vehicle in connection with the Chappaquiddick incident, items which the court there 
	Second-guessing AMI's practice of buying story rights would break with Commission precedent to the contrary. AMI's purchase of Mr. Sajudin's story rights is, for all practical purposes, no different than the funds Reader's Digest paid to sources to conduct a tidal analysis and computer study ofSenator Kennedy's vehicle in connection with the Chappaquiddick incident, items which the court there 
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	86 
	86 
	Common Cause Complaint, ~1 35, 41; American Bridge Complaint at 9. 

	87 
	87 
	Peters, supra at note 15. 

	88 
	88 
	Id. 

	89 
	89 
	Jeffrey Toobin, The National Enquirer's Fervor for Trump, The New Yorker, July 3, 2017. 

	90 
	90 
	Id.; Howard A ff. 17. 

	91 
	91 
	See supra at notes 31-32. 
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	declared were "on their face exempt functions."Similarly, the Commission exempted KFI-AM radio station's expenses to stage "Fire Dreier" rallies outside the 
	92 
	Congressman's office and broadcast interviews with his opponent.
	93 

	Regardless of one's views on the practice, it is not within the Commission's authority to adjudicate the ethics of news-gathering methods or declare who is a "responsible journalist."Indeed the complaint against CBS specifically alleged that Dan Rather and his producer breached journalistic ethics by coordinating a false story about President Bush's national guard service between a source and Joe Lockhardt of the Kerry campaign. But the Commission concluded such conduct, even if
	94 
	ethically improper, did not vitiate the Press Exemption.
	95 

	C. The Press Exemption Protects AMl's Editorial Stance and Its Contacts with Any Campaign Representatives. 
	The complaints raise two additional issues, neither of which is relevant. First, the complaints challenge the Enquirer's editorial decisions here because the complainants find objectionable the Enquirer's favoritism toward Donald Trump, To be sure, AMI's publisher David Pecker is a personal friend of Donald Trump and the Enquirer editorialized in favor of Mr. Pecker was quoted in The New Yorker acknowledging that the Enquirer's editorial stance was decidedly favorable to 
	both during the 2016 election and in years before the election.
	96 
	his election.
	97 

	Reader's Digest, 509 F. Supp. at 1215-16. Prior to 2002, the FEC's regulatory exemption for media studies was located at 11 C.F.R. § I00.7(b)(2) and§ I00.8(b)(2). First General Counsel's Report, MUR 5569 (KFI-AM 640). Statement of Reasons ofCommissioners Michael E. Toner, David M. Mason, and Bradley 
	92 
	93 
	94 

	A. Smith, MURs 5540 & 5545 (CBS Broadcasting, Inc.) (July 11, 2005). 
	95 
	See Weintraub-CBS Statement at l (explaining that the FEC "cannot and should not attempt to arbitrate claims of media bias or breaches ofjournalistic ethics"). 
	96 
	See, Common Cause Complaint 1 19; American Bridge Complaint at 5-6. Toobin, supra note 89. 
	97 
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	But these facts are irrelevant, because the Press Exemption protects editorial bias.
	Trump.
	98 
	99 

	Furthermore, the Press Exemption protects media organizations from investigation or inquiry into their editorial motives or purposes. Commissioners know from personal experience that certain journalists have friends in public office aligned with their editorial positions and choose to feature these favorites above others to suit their editorial objectives. Surely it would have been as unfathomable for Rachel Maddow to feature negative information about Hillary Clinton in the run up to the 2016 presidential 
	100 
	101 

	Second, the complaints challenge the right of AMI to discuss Mr. Sajudin 's story with an "agent" of Donald Trump and/or the Trump campaign, including Michael Cohen. Regardless of whether or when AMI discussed its story with any such representative -this issue is per se irrelevant (for the same reason that it is irrelevant that the New Yorker contacted the Trump Organization for comment). 
	102 

	"Political parties and campaigns employ platoons ofadvisors, handlers and spokesmen charged with attempting to shape or influence media coverage of campaigns."It "is clearly a part of the normal press function to attend to the competing claims ofparties, campaigns and interest groups and to choose which to feature, investigate or address in news, editorial and opinion coverage ofpolitical campaigns."That is why, over a decade ago, commissioners "concluded that the presence or absence of alleged coordination
	103 
	104 

	9& Id. 
	99 
	See, e.g., Commission Statement on Investigatory Boundaries for Media Cases at 3; Weintraub-CBS Statement. 
	100 
	100 
	100 
	See, e.g., Weintraub-CBS Statement. 

	101 
	101 
	See, e.g., The New Yorker Endorses Hillary Clinton, New Yorker (Oct. 31, 2016). 

	102 
	102 
	See, Common Cause Complaint 1[ 19; American Bridge Complaint at 5-6. 
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	Commission Statement on Investigatory Boundaries for Media Cases at 6. 
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	or political party is irrelevant to determining whether the Act's press exemption applies. "
	105 

	Put even more straightforwardly by a current commissioner, "it is important to emphasize that the press exemption shields press entities from investigations into alleged coordination.""Whether the media entities communicated with political parties or candidates before [a story runs is] irrelevant."Indeed, "it is difficult to fathom how journalists could cover campaigns if they had to worry that communicating with campaign workers could trigger a government investigation into supposed improper coordination.'
	106 
	107 
	108 
	109 

	Thus, even if the Enquirer discussed a story with anyone speaking on behalf of Donald Trump in his capacity as a candidate or the campaign, before, during, or after making its editorial decisions, such a contact would be commonplace in journalism and of no legal significance. 
	110 

	II. AMI'S PUBLISHING ACTIVITIES ARE PROTECTED BY THE FREE PRESS CLAUSE OF THE FIRST AMENDMENT 
	As demonstrated above, AMI's free press right to purchase an exclusive story right from a source and make an editorial decision whether, when, and how to publish that story is exempt from regulation under the statutory Press Exemption. Were the Commission to ignore the clear statutory limit upon its regulatory 
	internet Communications, 71 Fed. Reg. 18,589, 18,609 (Apr. 12, 2006) (emphasis added) ( collecting authority). 
	105 

	Id. at 18,610 (quoting Weintraub-CBS Statement). 
	106 

	Weintraub-CBS Statement at 2. 
	107 

	10s Id. 
	Statement of Reasons ofCommissioners Michael E. Toner, David M. Mason, and Bradley 
	109 

	A. Smith, MU Rs 5540 & 5545 (CBS Broadcasting, Inc.) (July 11, 2005). 
	See also infra at 33-36 (discussing how Mr. Cohen was not agent of the Trump campaign). 
	110 




	Wiley 
	Wiley 
	l{l·i11 
	l{l·i11 
	LLP 
	June 7, 2018 Page 22 
	authority, however, the Commission would unquestionably violate AMI's First Amendment rights. 
	A. The FEC Must Respect Basic First Amendment Principles From The Outset Of This Matter. 
	The freedom of the press is among this Nation's "most cherished liberties"and fulfills an "essential role in our democracy."' Such freedom is "broad"and has "contributed greatly to the development and well-being of our free society and [is] indispensable to its continued growth."Indeed, the "durability ofour system ofself-government hinges upon the preservation of (this] freedom[]." 
	111 
	12 
	113 
	114 
	115 

	When operating in this "highly sensitive" area, the power to conduct investigations is "narrow[]"and "carefully circumscribed."This is because the activities like those the FEC seeks to investigate in this case "differ profoundly in terms ofconstitutional significance from the activities that are generally the subject ofinvestigation by other federal administrative agencies."' These limiting constraints apply with even greater force here given that neither the FEC nor any court has ever (so far as counsel i
	116 
	117 
	18 
	119 

	Pittsburgh Press Co. v. Pittsburgh Comm 'non Human Relations, 413 U.S. 376, 381 ( 1973). 
	Ill 

	N. Y. Times Co. v. United States, 403 U.S. 713, 717 (1971) 
	112 

	Martin v. City ofStruthers, Ohio, 319 U.S. 141 , 143 (1943). 
	113 

	Roth v. United States, 354 U.S. 476,488 (1957). 
	114 

	Pittsburgh Press Co., 413 U.S. at 382. 116 
	115 
	Id. 

	Sweezy v. New Hampshire, 354 U.S. 234,245 (1957). 
	117 

	FEC v. Fla. for Kennedy Comm., 681 F.2d 1281, 1284 (11th Cir. 1982) (" Floridafor Kennedy"). See also FEC v. Machinists Non-Partisan Political league, 655 F.2d 380, 387 (D.C. Cir. 198 I) ("MNPL") (emphasis added). 
	118 

	See Florida/or Kennedy, 681 F.2d at 1284 (investigations by the FEC receive a " higher degree ofscrutiny"); see also MNPL, 655 F.2d at 389 ("(c]urrent first amendment jurisprudence 
	119 
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	B. The First Amendment Protects AMl's Editorial Decisions About Whether To Publish A Story. 
	The Commission is certainly familiar with the First Amendment's protections for media entities that choose to publish stories. Less commonly encountered, however -but still equally protected -are situations where editors exercise their First Amendment right not to publish a particular story. 
	The key case is Miami Herald Publishing Co. v. Tornillo, 418 U.S. 241 (1974), where the Court struck down a "right of reply" statute that required newspapers to provide a political candidate equal space to answer criticism in the newspaper. The Court held that the "statute exacts a penalty on the basis of content" as it "operates as a command in the same sense as a statute or regulation forbidding (the newspaper] to publish specified matter."Observing the well­established First Amendment-based right of edit
	120 
	121 
	122 
	123 

	makes clear that before a state or federal body can compel disclosure of info,mation which would trespass upon first amendment freedoms, a 'subordinating interest of the State' must be proffered, and it must be 'compelling'") (citation omitted); Phillips Pub/ 'g, 517 F. Supp. at 1312 (the "most important reason for heightened scrutiny" of the FEC's desire to investigate a publisher is "the 'potential for chilling the free exercise of political speech and association guarded by the first amendment"'). 
	Id. at 244. 
	120 

	Id. at 256. 
	12 1 

	See id. at 254-255 (citing Associated Press v. United Slates, 326 U.S. I, 20 n. 18 ( 1945) (district court did "not compel AP or its members to pe1111it publication of anything which their ' reason' tells them should not be published"), Branzburg v. Hayes, 408 U.S. 668,681 (1972) (emphasizing that the cases then before the court "involve(d] ... no express or implied command that the press publish what it prefers to withhold"), Pittsburgh Press Co., 413 U.S. at 39 I ("we reaffirm unequivocally the protection
	122 

	1557 (D.C. Cir. 1984) ("newspapers have absolute discretion to detennine the contents of their newspapers") ( emphasis added). 
	418 U.S. at 256. 
	123 
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	established constitutional principle that editorial judgment for the content of newspapers should be left to editors and not the courts: 
	A newspaper [or magazine] is more than a passive receptacle or conduit for news, comment, and advertising. The choice of material to go into a newspaper, and the decisions made as to limitations on the size and content of the paper, and treatment ofpublic issues and public officials-whether fair or unfair--constitute the exercise of editorial control and judgment. It has yet to be demonstrated how governmental regulation of this crucial process can be exercised consistent with First Amendment guarantees of 
	124 

	Miami Herald's logic applies with equal force to FEC enforcement actions. For example, relying on Miami Herald, the court in Clifton v. FEC, 114 F.3d 1309 (I st Cir. 1997), held that it was "obnoxious," "abhorrent," and "unquestionably" a First Amendment violation to require voter guides to give "equal space" to differing views even if the publisher of the guide had contact with a candidate. The Clifton court also concluded that a private entity could not be compelled to "express particular views" or to "pr
	125 
	126 

	Indeed, on April 12, 2018, POLITICO reported that other news outlets, including The New York Times and The Wall Street Journal, had "chased the [Sajudin] story" and decided not to publish it. Even AP chose not to publish the story months before it ultimately did because it "did not meet AP's rigorous sourcing requirements, despite strong and persistent reporting" by its journalists.
	127 
	128 

	Id at 258. 
	124 

	Id at 1311-15. 
	125 

	Id at 1313-14. 
	126 

	127 
	Michael Calderone, How a Trump 'Love Child' Rumor Roiled the Media, Apr. 12, 2018, 
	https://www.politico.com/story/2018/04/12/trump-love-child-rumor-media-5192 l 3. 
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	In short, AMI -along with other news outlets -has been well within its rights not to publish Mr. Sajudin's telling ofhis personal story and unsubstantiated rumors that he heard about a Trump "love child," and its decision to withhold publication cannot give rise to any investigation or liability under the First Amendment. Indeed, conversely, had AMI published the story, it is likely that it would have been sued for, inter alia, defamation and violation ofprivacy rights­infractions not protected by the First
	C. The First Amendment Also Protects All Of AMl's Alleged Newsgathering Activities. 
	Just as the decision not to publish Mr. Sajudin's story is squarely protected by the First Amendment, the two alleged predicate newsgathering acts (i.e., making an inquiry to Mr. Trump's representative and purchasing Mr. Sajudin's exclusive story rights) also enjoy protection under the First Amendment and cannot support the claim that anything AMI did was improper under federal election law. 
	129 

	First, in Houchins v. KQED, Inc., 438 U.S. 1, 11 (1978), the court held that there is an "undoubted right to gather news 'from any source by means within the law[.]"' (Citation omitted.) Decisions in numerous other cases agree.All of AMI's alleged conduct is newsgathering "within the law," and therefore constitutionally protected. 
	130 

	Second, press entities routinely solicit comment from the subjects of stories. Thus, even ifAMI had reached out to a representative ofMr. Trump or the Trump campaign, there would have been nothing untoward or unusual about 
	131 

	See, e.g., Branzburg, 408 U.S. at 681. See also Houchins v. KQED, Inc., 438 U.S. I (1978). 
	129 

	Id at 11 (emphasis added) (quoting Branzburg, 408 U.S. at 681); accord ACLU v. Alvarez, 679 F.3d 583, 597-603 (7th Cir. 2012); Glik v. Cunniffe, 655 F.3d 78, 79-84 (1st Cir. 2011) (holding that the First Amendment right to gather information extends broadly, and citing Smith v. City of Cumming, 212 F.3d 1332, I 333 (11th Cir. 2000); Fordyce v. City ofSeattle, 55 F.3d 436, 439 (9th Cir. 1995)); Channel 10, Inc. v. Gunnarson, 337 F. Supp. 634,638 (D. Minn. 1972); Connell v. Town ofHudson, 733 F. Supp. 465, 47
	130 

	See, e.g., Gonzalez v. Morse, No. 17-510, 2017 WL 4539262, at *2 (E.D. Cal. Oct. 11, 2017) (reporter's questions to politician protected under the First Amendment). 
	131 
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	seeking comment concerning Mr. Sajudin' s story -a story that no journalist has found evidence to confom and the White House denies is true. As the First Circuit explained in Clifton, the Commission "cannot rewrite the dictionary and classify a simple inquiry as a contribution."
	132 
	1
	33 

	Third, media entities routinely decide not to run stories for all sorts of reasons -e.g., the story is not sufficiently well-founded or documented, not yet finished, not "on the record," not newsworthy, or out ofstep with the publication's editorial stance. The First Amendment squarely bars any intrusion into those decisions.For example, if a publisher paid for a story about a candidate but ultimately had serious doubts about the story's veracity, the rule advanced by the complainant here would put the publ
	13
	4 
	135 
	136 

	Fourth, even assuming AMI's editorial decision not to run the Sajudin story was animated by a desire to support the candidacy of Donald Trump, and did benefit him -which AMI does not concede -it is routine and constitutionally protected for the media to express a political view. In Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
	137 

	Although seeking comment is not required ofjournalists, St. Amant v. Thompson, 390 U.S. 727, 733 (1968) ("(f]ailure to investigate does not in itself establish bad faith"), doing so is generally practiced and endorsed as a way to avoid, for example, defamation liability. See, e.g., Newton v. NBC, 930 F.2d 662, 686 (9th Cir. 1990) (attempts to interview plaintiff dispel accusation ofactual malice and purposeful avoidance ofthe truth). 
	132 

	114 F.3d at 1312. 
	133 

	See Shafer, supra note 76; Howard Kurtz, "Newsweek's Melted Scoop," Wash. Post, Jan. 22, 1998 at Cl (explaining Newsweek's decision not to run Lewinsky story concerning President Clinton). 
	134 

	Miami Herald, 418 U.S. at 256-58. 
	135 

	See St. Amant, 390 U.S. at 731 (actual malice can be shown with "sufficient evidence" that a publisher "entertained serious doubts as to the truth ofhis publication"). 
	136 

	Miami Herald, 418 U.S. at 255 (the press has a right to advance their political views). 
	137 
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	v. Public Utilities Commission, 475 U.S. 1, 12-13 (1986), the Court struck down an order requiring a utility company to send customers third party materials critical of the utility's views. Relying extensively on Miami Herald, the plurality explained that, "(w]ere the government freely able to compel corporate speakers to propound political messages with which they disagree, this protection [for speech) would be empty, for the government could require speakers to affirm in one breath that which they deny in
	138 
	139 

	Every alleged action by AMI -from "coordinating" a story, to paying a source, to not running a story for purportedly political-motivated reasons -was protected under well-established First Amendment authority. For this additional reason, there is no basis, consistent with the First Amendment, for further investigation by the Commission or a finding that AMI violated the FECA. 
	D. The FECA Is Unconstitutionally Vague And Overbroad As Applied To AMl's Alleged Conduct. 
	Any investigation or further action by the Commission on these matters would violate the First Amendment for yet another reason: the FECA, if applied in the current context, is unconstitutionally vague and overbroad. 
	Laws are unconstitutionally vague if they fail to provide fair notice ofwhat the law forbids. AMI did not have sufficient notice that its newsgathering and decision not to publish afalse story before the 2016 presidential election could lead 
	140 

	Id at 16. 
	138 

	Reid Wilson, Final Newspaper Endorsement Count: Clinton 57, Trump 2, The Hill, Nov. 6, 2016. 
	139 

	Papachristou v. City ofJacksonville, 405 U.S. 156, 162 (1972) (a law is unconstitutionally vague if"it 'fails to give a person of ordinary intelligence fair notice that his contemplated conduct is forbidden by the statute"') ( citation omitted). 
	140 
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	to liability for making an illegal in-kind contribution under the FECA, as the FECA has never before been interpreted in that way by a court or the Commission. 
	141 

	Vague laws that do not make clear what conduct is prohibited or allowed are particularly suspect where they target First Amendment activities. And where, as here, complainants demand criminal enforcement of the FECA, the need for clarity is heightened even further: "the void-for-vagueness doctrine requires that a penal statute define the criminal offense with sufficient definiteness that ordinary people can understand what conduct is prohibited and in a manner that does not encourage arbitrary and discrimin
	142 
	143 
	144 
	145 

	Were the FECA applied here, that would also mean the law is unconstitutionally overbroad by restricting more First Amendment activity than the 
	See Clifton v. FEC, 927 F. Supp. 493, 499 (D. Me. 1996) (FECA, "itself (section 441 b) [now at 52 U.S.C. § 301 18] does not make corporate expenditures, occurring after contact with a candidate, into contributions"). 
	141 

	Baggett v. Bullitt, 377 U.S. 360,372 (1964) (vague laws with "uncertain" boundaries for proscribable conduct are especially dangerous in the First Amendment arena); see also Cramp v. Bd. ofPub. instruction, 368 U.S. 278, 287 ( 1961) ("The vice of unconstitutional vagueness is further aggravated where, as here, the statute in question operates to inhibit the exercise of individual freedoms affirmatively protected by the Constitution"). 
	142 

	Ko/ender v. Lawson, 461 U.S. 352, 357 (1983) (striking down vague law). 
	143 

	Common Cause Complaint ,i 15; American Bridge Complaint at 5. 
	144 

	Miami Herald, 418 U.S. at 255; Pillsburgh Press, 413 U.S. at 391; accord Readers Digest, 509 F. Supp. at 1214-15; Phillips Publ'g, 517 F. Supp. at 1311-12. 
	145 
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	law allows to be regulated. Complainants' interpretation ofelection law is not narrowly tailored nor is it consistent with the terms "contribution" and "expenditure" as they have come to be understood over decades ofjurisprudence.Complainants' interpretation could be applied to punish any media organization that: paid a source for an exclusive story; sought comment from a political candidate about the story; and then decided for any reason (or no particular reason at all) not to publish the story. The prosp
	146 
	147 
	148 

	The First Amendment prohibits invoking any laws or regulations to stifle, affect or investigate AMI 's newsgathering or editorial decisions in this context. 
	E. Any Inquiry Or Investigation By The Commission Would Call For An Unconstitutional Invasion Of AMl's Reporter's Privilege. 
	Any investigation by the Commission into AMI's newsgathering methods or editorial decisions raises profound constitutional and common law concerns. This holds true for an investigation into AMI's alleged conduct, but also for any request for evidence or testimony from AMI concerning its newsgathering and editorial decisions that implicate the First Amendment protections afforded by the reporter's privilege. In Branzburg, the Court recognized that newsgathering activities qualify for First Amendment protecti
	149 

	Broadrick v. Oklahoma, 413 U.S. 60 I, 611 ( 1973) ("statutes attempting to restrict or burden the exercise of First Amendment rights must be narrowly drawn"). 
	146 

	See Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. I, 80 ( 1976) (holding the definition of"contribution" must be interpreted in a way that is "not imperrnissibly broad" to capture only payments "unambiguously related to the campaign" and, to further avoid overbreadth problems, holding that the term "expenditure" encompassed "only funds used for communications that expressly advocate the election or defeat ofa clearly identified candidate"). 
	147 

	AMI has standing to challenge the law even as it wouId be applied to third parties. Broadrick, 413 U.S. at 612. 
	148 

	408 U.S. at 681. 
	149 
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	reporter's privilege outside the grand jury context that applies, by its nature, to unpublished information. 
	150 

	Such a privilege can also be found in the federal common law and the principles adhered to by other agencies. For example, the Department of Justice (DOJ) has guidelines recognizing that "freedom of the press can be no broader than the freedom of members of the news media to investigate and report the news."These guidelines provide powerful evidence of a federal policy at the highest level that favors protection ofjournalists' unpublished information and a balancing of competing interests to ensure a vigoro
	151 
	152 

	The reporter's privilege affords a significant shield against any investigation or inquiry into AMl's newsgathering or editorial decisions. These principles apply with equal force to any inquiry by this Commission. In Reader's Digest, for example, the court rejected an effort to inquire into the news entity's sources, summaries, payments, and the uses, purpose and content of newsgathering materials. In Phillip's Publishing the court found a "danger further FEC inquiry 
	153 

	See, e.g., United States v. la Rouche Campaign, 841 F.2d 1176, 1182 (I st Cir. 1988); Cusumano v. Microsoft Corp., 162 F.3d 708 (1st Cir. 1998); Gonzales v. NBC, 194 F.3d 29, 35 (2d Cir. 1999); United States v. Burke, 700 F.2d 70, 77 (2d. Cir 1983); United States v. Criden, 633 F.2d 346 (3d Cir. 1980); United States v. Cuthbertson, 630 F.2d 139, 147 (3d Cir. 1980); Riley v. City of Chester, 612 F.2d 708, 716 (3d Cir. 1979); Miller v. Transamerican Press, Inc., 621 F.2d 721, 726, as modified, 628 F.2d 932 (5
	150 

	1286, 1303 ( I I th Cir. 2013); United States v. Caporale, 806 F .2d 1487 ( I Ith Cir. 1986); United States v. Ahn, 231 F.3d 26, 37 (D.C. Cir. 2000); Zerilli v. Smilh, 656 F.2d 705, 712 (D.C. Cir. 1981 ). 
	28 CFR § 50.10. 
	151 

	These public policy concerns apply with equal force to the compelled disclosure of underlying resource materials. Cuthbertson, 630 F.2d at 147 ("the compelled production of a reporter's resource materials can constitute a significant intrusion into the newsgathering and editorial processes"); see also La Rouche, 841 F.2d at 1182 ("We discern a lurking and subtle threat to journalists and their employers if disclosure of outtakes, notes, and other unused information, even if nonconfidential, becomes routine 
	152 

	509 F. Supp. at 1215-16; see also Weintraub-CBS Statement ( citing Reader's Digest for this point and further stating "I believe it important to emphasize that the press exemption shields press entities from investigations into alleged coordination ... Merely investigating such allegations would intrude upon Constitutional guarantees of freedom of the press"). 
	153 
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	would impinge upon First Amendment freedoms" where the Commission had "made no threshold showing that a violation may have occurred and it is extremely unlikely that a violation will be found." 
	154 

	For these additional reasons, any further investigation or action by the Commission would be an affront to AMI's rights under the First Amendment and the common law. 
	Ill. IN ANY EVENT, AMI'S PUBLISHING ACTIVITIES DO NOT CONSTITUTE "EXPENDITURES" OR "CONTRIBUTIONS" 
	The Press Exemption and First Amendment principles set forth above require dismissal of both complaints. But even beyond these authorities, there are other reasons the Commission must dismiss these allegations. 
	The explicit legal theory advanced by both complaints is that AMI's payment to Mr. Sajudin was ( a) a thing of value provided to the campaign; (b) that became an "expenditure" made for the purpose of influencing the presidential election and (c) that then became an illegal contribution because it was "coordinated" with an "agent" of the Trump campaign-Mr. Cohen. These three points are rebutted in sections A (the payment was not a thing of value), sections B (the payment was not an "expenditure") and C (the 
	155 
	156 

	A. Past Commission Precedent Does Not Consider a Payment to Refrain from Speaking To Be a Contribution or Expenditure. 
	The FECA defines the terms "contribution" and "expenditure" with reference to the phrase "anything of value" used to influence an election. The Commission, in turn, defines "anything of value" as "the provision of any goods or 
	157 

	517 F. Supp. at 1314; cf A Fl-C/O, 333 F.3d at 177-78 (FEC inquiry into, and release of, infonnation about a labor union's internal planning materials would violate the First Amendment). 
	154 

	155 
	Common Cause Complaint 1, 2, 9, 13, 20, 21, 22, 28, 33, 36, 39; American Bridge Complaint at 4-5 & 9. 
	American Bridge Complaint at p. 9 n.46. 
	156 

	52 U.S.C. §§ 30101(8)(A) & (9)(A). 
	157 
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	services without charge or at a charge that is less than the usual and normal charge for such goods and services." Among the items listed as examples of things of value are: securities, facilities, supplies, personnel, advertising services, membership lists, and mailing lists. 
	158 
	1
	59 

	"Silence," however, is not included on this list. The Commission has never concluded that such a nebulous intangible as refraining from speaking publicly constitutes a "thing ofvalue" regulated as an "expenditure" or "contribution." Nor has the Commission established a legal framework for determining that it is. The concept is of a wholly different character than the expressive communications and other activities the Commission traditionally regulates. As a result, AMI had no basis for concluding that a pay
	B. AMl's Payment Was for the Purpose of Procuring a Legitimate and Valuable Journalistic and Business Asset. 
	Even if Mr. Sajudin's silence were a "thing of value," for AMI's payment to constitute an "expenditure" or "contribution" regulated by the Commission it also must have been made "for the purpose ofinfluencing an election."Where the purpose ofa payment is demonstrably for commercial value, rather than to offset a financial obligation of a campaign, there is no "contribution." And where non­election purposes are apparent, the fact that the expense incidentally benefits a candidate or campaign does not transfo
	160 
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	158 
	158 
	158 
	11 C.F.R. § I 00.52(d)( I); see also id. § 100.11 I (e)(I ). 

	159 
	159 
	See id. 

	160 
	160 
	52 U.S.C. § 3010l(S)(A), (9)(A). 

	161 
	161 
	Orloski v. FEC, 795 F.2d 156, 160 (D.C. Cir. 1986). 
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	These general principles have played themselves out before the Commission in several relevant settings. For example, where magazine publishers spent money to feature political candidates favorably and unfavorably in advertisements promoting their magazines, the Commission and federal courts have ruled the requisite purpose to influence the election is not present and the advertising costs do not constitute "contributions" or "expenditures. "Likewise, payments to individuals for bona fide non-commercial purp
	162 
	163 
	164 

	Here, the purpose of AMI's payment to Mr. Sajudin can be drawn directly from the face of the contract. In exchange for the payment to Mr. Sajudin, AMI obtained a valuable exclusive story right. Because of the subject of that story and the fact that AMI paid Mr. Sajudin in advance ofpublication for that story, it was extremely valuable to AMI to have exclusive rights (the reason for the high liquidated damages penalty of $1 million for a breach). Accordingly, AMI's payment to Mr. Sajudin cannot be a "contrib
	Epstein v. FEC, 684 F.2d 1032 (D.C. Cir. 1982) affirming Epstein v. FEC, Memorandum Opinion, Civ. A. No. 81-0336 (D.D.C. Sept. 24, 1981) (dismissing claim that Readers Digest made a "contribution" by running adve,tisements featuring candidates because "they have a purpose distinct from political assistance ofcandidates" and an "advertisement intended to sell magazines will not ordinarily be denounced under 2 U.S.C. § 441 b even though it may also have political aspects"); Letter of FEC General Counsel to Pe
	162 

	1977) (dismissing complaint against Penthouse Magazine for running ad comparing Jimmy Carter to Richard Nixon because the "ad is most logically construed as an effort, albeit suggestive, to promote a commercial venture"). 
	Statement of Reasons ofComm 'rs Petersen, Bauerly, Hunter, McGahn, Weintraub, MUR 6200 (Ensign) (Nov. 17, 2010). 
	163 

	Factual and Legal Analysis, MUR 6718 (Ensign) (Feb. 6, 2013). 
	164 
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	C. The Complaints Do Not Present Any Evidence Establishing That AMI Coordinated Its Editorial Decision to Purchase Mr. Sajudin's Story with the Trump Campaign. 
	Even if AMI's payment to Mr. Sajudin were an "expenditure," such payment could only be converted into a "contribution" to the Trump campaign if it were "coordinated" with the campaign, a technical term with a specific meaning in the FECA and accompanying regulations. But far from substantiating any coordination claim, the complainants present no evidence that the payments were coordinated with the Trump campaign. lnstead, the complaints rely solely upon the unswom and undocumented reports of columnists and 
	165 

	In order to substantiate an allegation that AMI made an in-kind contribution to the Trump campaign by "coordinating" the expenditure under 11 C.F.R. § 109.20, the complaints would have to present sound evidence that AMI coordinated its payment to Mr. Sajudin with an "agent" ofthe Trump campaign. The definition of"agent" is set forth in 11 C.F.R. § l 09.3(b). That regulation requires that the person alleged to be the "agent" have "actual authority" over specific campaign communications strategy: 
	For the purposes of 11 CFR part l 09 only, agent means any person who has actual authority, either express or implied, to engage in any ofthe following activities on behalf ofthe specified persons: 
	* 
	* * 
	s See Statement ofReasons ofComm'rs Mason, Sandstrom, Smith, Thomas at 1-2, MUR 4960 (Hillary Rodham Clinton for U.S. Exploratory Committee, Inc.) (Dec. 21, 2000) (dismissing complaint because "[a]bsent personal knowledge, the Complainant, at a minimum, should have made a sufficiently specific allegation ...."); Factual & Legal Analysis at 4, MUR 5866 (Conrad Burns) (June 27, 2007) (dismissing complaint because "[i]t does not provide any support for corporate facilitation through coercion other than the afo
	16
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	(b) 
	(b) 
	(b) 
	In the case ofan individual who is a Federal candidate or an individual holding Federal office, any one or more of the activities listed in paragraphs (b )(1) through (b )(6) ofthis section: 

	(l) 
	(l) 
	To request or suggest that a communication be created, produced, or distributed. 

	(2) 
	(2) 
	To make or authorize a communication that meets one or more ofthe content standards set forth in 11 C.F.R. § 109.2l(c). 

	(3) 
	(3) 
	To request or suggest that any other person create, produce, or distribute any communication. 

	(4) 
	(4) 
	(4) 
	To be materially involved in decisions regarding: 

	(i) 
	(i) 
	(i) 
	The content ofthe communication; 

	(ii) 
	(ii) 
	The intended audience for the communication; 


	(iii) The means or mode of the communication; 
	(iv) 
	(iv) 
	(iv) 
	The specific media outlet used for the communication; 

	(v) 
	(v) 
	The timing or frequency ofthe communication; 

	(vi) 
	(vi) 
	The size or prominence ofa printed communication, or duration ofa communication by means of broadcast, cable, or satellite. 



	(5) 
	(5) 
	To provide material or information to assist another person in the creation, production, or distribution ofany communication. 

	(6) 
	(6) 
	To make or direct a communication that is created, produced, or distributed with the use of material or information derived from a substantial discussion about the communication with a different candidate.
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	Both complaints gloss over -or misstate -the highly detailed and prescriptive definition of"agent" in 11 C.F.R. § 109.3(b).And wholly absent 
	167 

	11 C.F.R. § 109.J(b). In promulgating this definition of"agent" for purpose of applying the "coordination" doctrine, the Commission acted conscientiously to restrict "coordination" to only those campaign representatives with a specific role in communications strategy. 
	166 

	The Common Cause complaint (128) abbreviates the definition of"agent" to avoid grappling with its evidentiary burden: "Commission regulations provide that 'agent' means 'any person who has actual authority, either express or implied,' to engage in campaign spending and other specified activities." Common Cause cites two regulations -11 C.F.R. § I09.3 and 11 C.F.R. § 300.2(b). Only§ 109.3 is relevant to a "coordination" allegation, and Common Cause has omitted the "specified activities" over which an "agent"
	167 
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	from the complaints is any evidence, much less sworn or reliable evidence, that AMI coordinated its payment with an "agent" ofthe Trump campaign or ofDonald Trump in his capacity as "candidate." 
	The Common Cause complaint alleges that Mr. Cohen "worked as a 'top attorney' at the Trump Organization 'from 2007 until after the election,' serves as Donald J. Trump's personal attorney, and referred to himself in a January 2017 
	168
	"'

	interview as the 'fix-it guy. That allegation as a matter oflaw does not support a finding that Mr. Cohen was an "agent" ofthe Trump campaign or candidate Donald Trump pursuant to the definition of 11 C.F.R. § 109.3(b). There is no allegation or evidence that Mr. Cohen had the "actual authority" over the listed communications activities. 
	The American Bridge complaint alleges that "Mr. Cohen, Mr. Trump's private attorney, worked for the Trump Organization from 2007 until after the election and acted as agent for Mr. Trump and the Committee throughout that period."That allegation is inadequate as a matter of law to support a finding that Mr. Cohen was an "agent" under 11 C.F.R. § 109.3(b). In fact, American Bridge later quotes the New York Times for the proposition that Mr. Cohen "had no official role in the 2016 campaign."
	169 
	170 

	Because neither complainant presents any evidence ofMr. Cohen's "actual authority" over campaign communications strategy, both complaints are woefully inadequate as a matter oflaw to substantiate a finding ofactual coordination that could give rise to an in-kind "contribution" by AMI. And any speculation beyond the evidence asserted in the sworn complaint would be improper. 
	171 

	complaint does not even cite the definition of"agent" or attempt to satisfy the regulatory requirements. 
	Common Cause Complaint 19 (citing Michael Rothfeld and Joe Palazzolo, Trump Lawyer A,nnged $130,000 Payment for Adult-Film Star's Silence, Wall St. J. (Jan. 12, 2018). 
	168 

	American Bridge Complaint at 4-5. 
	169 

	Id p. 7 & n.37. 
	170 

	Statement of Reasons of Chairman David M. Mason, Vice Chairman Karl J. Sandstrom, Commissioners Danny L. McDonald, Bradley A. Smith, Scott E. Thomas and Darryl R. Wold, at 2, MUR 5141 (Moran for Congress) (Mar. 11 , 2002) ("unwarranted legal conclusions fi'om asserted facts [or mere speculation] will not be accepted as true"); Factual & Legal Analysis at 6, MUR 6077 (Norm Coleman) (May 19, 2009) (dismissing coordination allegation because "[t]here is no other 
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	D. AMl's Payment to Mr. Sajudin Was Made "Irrespective" of Trump's Candidacy and Therefore Did Not Violate the "Personal Use" Prohibition. 
	Finally, in a single footnote, the American Bridge complaint speculates that AMI's payment to Mr. Sajudin could represent a "personal use" ofcampaign funds. But this theory is inapplicable here. 
	In general terms, the FECA prohibits candidates from making "personal use" of their campaign funds. The FEC's regulations, in tum, effectively implement this prohibition by establishing a set of rules applicable to direct spending by candidates and another rule specifically for third-party payments. The candidate-specific requirements are inapplicable here, however, because (among other reasons) none of the funds at issue were "in a campaign account ofa present or former candidate."
	172 
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	174 

	The Commission's regulations further provide that, although "personal use" is a prohibited use of campaign funds, a third-party's payment of a "personal use" expense ofa candidate is nonetheless a contribution to the campaign.The regulations, however, exempt from this prohibition payments made "irrespective of the candidacy ."This theory fails for two reasons. 
	175 
	176 

	First, the regulation defines "personal use" as a third-party's payment to "fulfill a commitment, obligation or expense" of a candidate or officeholder. The complaint has not provided any evidence that AMI's payment to Mr. Sajudin was 
	177 

	support offered for the Complaint's allegation as to the coordinating conduct."); Factual & Legal Analysis at 8, MUR 6679 (Jim Renacci for Congress) (July I 0, 2013) (dismissing coordination allegation because "inference ... is not supported by any available [evidence)"). 
	52 U.S.C. §30 I14(b). 
	172 

	11 C.F.R. § I13.1 eLseq. 
	173 

	Id§ 113.l(g). 
	174 

	Id§ I 13.l(g)(6). 
	175 

	176 
	Id 
	Id§ 113.l(g) 
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	made to satisfy an existing obligation that Mr. Trump had to pay Mr. Sajudin. Moreover, the payment here is not listed among the types of payments (e.g., mortgage payments, clothing, etc.) that are enumerated in the regulation. Therefore, AMI's payment to Mr. Sajudin did not fund a "personal use" of Donald Trump. 
	Second, as noted above, AMI has been in the business of paying sources for news tips, interviews and story rights for decades. AMI also has been covering stories about Donald Trump for decades. He has been a prominent businessman and well-known celebrity for a long time. AMI's interest in Donald Trump stories -those it published and those it did not -long pre-dated his presidential candidacy, and AMI would have paid Mr. Sajudin irrespective ofMr. Trump's status as a candidate. 
	As an empirical matter, the Commission appears to have no precedent involving a payment to a potential source ofa rumor and only two cases involving the issue of third party payments to candidate paramours. The first was the John Ensign matter, where the Commission decided the issue based upon the purpose of the payment. The second was the John Edwards audit, where the Commission issued an Audit Report making no finding that third-party payments to Riehle Hunter and John Edwards' child constituted an unlawf
	178 
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	181 

	See supra at 33 & nn.163-164. 
	178 

	Final Audit Report ofthe Commission on John Edwards for President, available at 1184208.pdf. 
	179 
	https://transition.fec.gov/audits/2008/FinalAuditReportoftheCommission 

	John Edwards Defense: Justice Department Flip-flopped, Politico, May 15, 2012, h ttps :/ /www. poIitico.com/blogs/under-the-radar/20 12/05/john-edw ards-defense-j ustice-department­tlip-flopped-123580. 
	180 

	See, e.g., Indictment in United States v. Johnny Reid Edwards, Case No. I: l l-cr-161-1 
	181 

	(M.D.N.C. filed on June 3, 20 I!), It/Iiles/opa/legacy/20 I I /06/03/edwards-ind f; Kim Severson and John Schwartz, Edwards Not Guilty on One Count; Mistrial on Five Others, N.Y. Times (May 3 I, 2012). 
	https://www.justice.gov/sites/defau 
	ictment.pd
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	Justice did not prosecute the third parties who paid Riehle Hunter's living expenses. Thus, to the extent the Edwards case provides any guidance, it suggests that a third party's payment to a candidate's former paramour is not a campaign "contribution." 
	Accordingly, AMl's payment is not a "contribution" under 11 C.F.R. § l 13.l(g)(6). 
	CONCLUSION 
	Newsrooms and television producers invest resources in news coverage, choose their sources, and make decisions about which news to publish, and which news not to publish, every day. Fundamentally, when one looks past the high­profile names and salacious topics sensationalized in the complaints, the editorial decisions made by AMI were representative of the editorial decisions made by all newsrooms, editorial boards and television producers, not very different in kind than the decisions Dan Rather and CBS Ne
	Sincerely, 


	c/~{;,/.L-
	c/~{;,/.L-
	Andrew G. Woodson 
	Enclosure 
	BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	) The State of New York ) Response ofAmerican Media, Inc. in ) Matters Under Review 7364 and 7366 County of New York ) 
	AFfJDAVIT OF DYLAN HOWARD 
	I, Dylan Howard, being first duly sworn, hereby state the following: 
	I. I have personal knowledge ofall information contained in this Affidavit. 
	2. 
	2. 
	2. 
	I am the Chief Content Officer of American Media, Inc. ("AMI"), 11 publisher of celebrity news and health & fitness magazines. I have been Chief Content Officer & Vice-. President since October 2017, and from 2013 to 2017 I was the Editor in Chiefof the NMional Enquirer as well as the website RndarOnline, LLC, in addition to Vice­President ofNews of AMI. 

	3. 
	3. 
	AMI has been a national media company in the publishing business since 1999. AMI is not now, nnd never has been. owned or controlled by any political party, poJitical committee, or political candidate. 

	4. 
	4. 
	AMI cµrrently owns and publishes thirteen ( 13) print and online magazines. The publications are: Meu's Jo11mal, Men's Flt11ess, Muscle & Fit11ess. Muscle & Fitness Hers, Flex, Star. l/S Weekly. Radar O11/ine. OK! USA, S{)ap Opera Digest, Globe, Na1_io11al Examiner, and National Enquirer. 

	5. 
	5. 
	I am ndvi~ed that AMrs combined o_verall readership-among print and digital publications -is estimated at 49.3 million readers. 

	6. 
	6. 
	The National E11qulrer is a print and onJine "tabloid" genre publication focusing on investigative Journalism, scandals, crime, and the lives ofcelebrities; the rich and famous, political figures, and current events. The Enquirer was founded In 1929. AMI has published the National Enquirer weekly since 1999. I run advised that the current circ~latloo of the E11q11lrer print c;dition is approximately 250,000 per weekly issue with a readership ofapproximately 5.5 milJion, the online edition has approximately 
	regular foJlowers


	7. 
	7. 
	The Enqufrer is known for investigative journalism, and nn integral part of the E11q1iirer's editorial and sales strategy is to report exclusive stories. Exclusive stories give the Enquirer an advantage over competitors, both tabloids and mainstream news publications, in reporting new and interesting t;tews and information. That in tum 


	increases newsstand sales. Consistent with that newsgathering and reporting funclion, 
	the Enquirer, or AMI on its behalf, often purchases from sources exclusive rights to their 
	stories. Although crilicized by some as "checkbook Journalism," this has been the 
	practice ofthe Enquirer since its founding by Generoso Pope 75 yea.-s ago, and has fed to 
	such scoops as the disclosure that Presidential candidate John Edwards fathered a "love 
	child/' and thatCharlie Sheen was infected with the HIV virus and had knowingly 
	exposed his sexual partners to It. Payments for such stories have ranged from several 
	hundred dollars to several hundred thousand dollars, depending on the story. The 
	E11quirer IUld other AMI publications publicize .that they pay for news tips and stories, 
	and encourage potential sources to call a "tip line" if they want to be paid. 
	8. 
	8. 
	8. 
	AMI's publications, including the E11q11irer, routinely make editorial judgments about which stories to publish, when to publish, when to delay publishing to alater date, and ln some cases not to publish stories, The Enquirer's editorial criteria are based upon a range of factors, including, but not limited to, reader interest and reader bins, the editorial stance of the publ!cation, truth and accuracy, as well as legal considerations. 

	9. 
	9. 
	AM[ routinely pays editors, journalists, c<;>lumnists, writers, models, photographers, printers, sources and other professionaJs to produce, present and/or publish content for its publications. 

	10. 
	10. 
	AMI previously has published many of the facts about its arrangement with Dino Sajudin in Radar 011/1,re. A copy of that article (with Jinked documents) is attached to this Affidavit as Exhibit A and it can be accessed onllne at ld-r1Jro.Qr-sg_andal/. 
	https://rndaronli
	ne.com/exclusi ve~/2018/04/donald-trump-lo ve-chi 


	11. 
	11. 
	In pr about November 2015, Mr. Sajudin, who identified himself as a doorman for the Trump Organization at Trump World Tower between 2008 and 2014, approached the E,;quirer through.its tip llne to say that he had heard on the job that Donald Trump had fathered a "love child." 

	12. 
	12. 
	On or about November 13, 2015, AMI and Mr. Sajudin entered into a standard Confidentiality Agreement for "confidential information," defined as "information regarding Mr. Donald Trump; and any and all documentation in Source's possession relevant to the Confidential Information including, but not limJted to Mr. Trump's personal and corporate affairs." A true and correct copy of the confidentiality agreement is attached as Exhibit B. 

	13. 
	13. 
	On or about November 15, 2015, AMI and Mr. Sajudln entered into a standard Source Agt:eemenf, pursuant to which AMI agreed to pay Mr. Sajudin $30,000 upon publlcntlon ofthe "Exclusive," defined as information provided by Mr. Sajudln "regarding Donald Trump's iUegitlmate child." A true and correct copy of the Source Agreement is attached as Exhibit C. 

	14. 
	14. 
	For stories that are particularly sensational, AM1 often submits the source to a polygraph, or lie detector, test. 


	15, On December 9, 2015, AMI agreed to pay $500 of the $30,000 up front to Mr. Sajudin upon satisfactory completion ofa polygraph test to be completed later that day. 
	16. 
	16. 
	16. 
	The polygraph test was completed on December 9. 2015, by Searching for the Truth Investigative Services, which is the. company routinely used by AMI for such test:;. The results ofthe test indicated that Mr. Sajudln was being truthful in his responses that he did, in fact: (1) hear trom employees and residents ofthe Trump World Tower that [another employee] had a child with Donald Trump; and (2) overhear rumors that [another employee) "got knocked up by the boss." 

	17. 
	17. 
	Mr. Sajudin did not provide the Enquirer any other information or evidence about the actual existence of any such "love child." . 

	18. 
	18. 
	Upon his successful completion of the polygraph test, Mr; Sajudln demanded that unless AMI paid him the entire $30,000 source fee up front, he would take the story elsewhere. 

	19. 
	19. 
	Because AMI wanted to pursue the sensational story, and did npt want to lose the story to another publication, AMI to Mr, Sajudin's demands and agreed to pay him the entire fee regardless of whether it p1,1blished the story . .An Amendment to the Source Agreement was executed on or about December 17t 2015i pursuant to which AMI agreed to pay Mr. Sajudin the entire $30,000 in exchange for a perpetual exclusivity period and liquidated damages penalty of $1 million should Mr. Sajudin breach the agreement. That
	submltt.ed 


	20. 
	20. 
	20. 
	The Enquirer assigned four reporters to investigate the story over an approximately four­week period. The reporters conducted phone cnUs, interviews, 1111d stakeouts at the homes ofthe alleged mJstress and love child in New York and California, and extensive background research. 

	21. 
	21. 
	21. 
	It is customary in most circumstances when AMI is considering publlshini a story to contact the subject ofthe story, or a representative, for <::omment, This is called a comment call." The call provides the subject an opportunity to address the veracity of the story. 
	0 




	22. 
	22. 
	The Enquirer contacted a representative of Mr. Trump. The representative denied the rumor. 

	23. 
	23. 
	Based on the investigation and AMl's inability to substantiate the rumor, it concluded that the story was not true. 

	24. 
	24. 
	The Enquirer decided not to publish the story based on its standard editorial criteria which include, but are not limited to, render interest and reader bins, editorial stance of the publicatlon, truth and accuracy, as well as legal considerations. 

	25. 
	25. 
	As time passed, other media outlets apparently approached Mr. Sajudin to discuss the story. Having decided not to publish the story and considering that AMI had determined that the rumor was unsubstantiated, AMI released Mr. Sajudin from the exclusivity clause chat had accompanied the $30,000 payment so that he could tell his story to whomever he chose. To date, despite inquiries from the Associated Press, the Wall Street Journal, and the New York Times, as well as an in depth investigation by the New Yorke
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	Exhibit A 
	RADAR ONLINE 
	RADAR ONLINE 
	EXCLUSIVE Prez Love Child Shocker! Ex-Trump Worker Peddling Rumor Donald Has Illegitimate Child 
	Fake news or an Oval Office bombshell? You be the judge. 
	By Radar Staff 
	Figure

	Posted on /\pr I], 2018@ 16:32PM 
	Figure
	PRESIDENT Donald Trump fathered a secret love child with a Trump Organization employee -a gorgeous 29-year-old medical graduate who is currently living in California! 
	That's the bombshell claim of a disaffected former Trump staffer who is peddling the allegation to various media outlets, including The National ENQUIRER, a sister publication of . 
	RadarOnline.com

	Dino Sajudin, who worked at the Trump Organization as a doorman, first approached The ENQUIRER in the early stages of the 2016 campaign, Radar can reveal. 
	Sajudin sensationally claimed to reporters and editors at The ENQUIRER that he'd heard the "love child" scuttlebutt from other Trump Organization employees. 
	Internal emails reviewed by Radar show The ENQUIRER jumped to publish the story, and feared tipping off the Trump camp. 
	"We have not made any moves on Dino's contacts," wrote Dylan Howard, editor in chief of The ENQUIRER, "because they could go right to Trump." 
	READ THE MEMO HERE 
	On November 30, 2015, The ENQUIRER signed Sajudin to a $30,000 contract to be paid "upon publication" for information he had about an alleged Trump "love child," according to documents reviewed by Radar. 
	As is its practice, The ENQUIRER asked Sajudin to submit to a lie detector test. But, on December 9, 2015, Sajudin refused to take the test unless he was given an advance on his $30,000 payment! 
	The ENQUIRER agreed to give him $500 if he passed his polygraph. 
	READ THE EXPLOSIVE DOCUMENTS HERE 
	According to the polygrapher's written report to The ENQU!RER'Sexecutive editor: "The polygraph examination was being conducted to verify whether the subject was being truthful regarding allegations that he had heard while employed at the Trump World Towers located in New York City." 
	'The subject alleged that he heard from other employees that Donald Trump had a child with a female employee identified as (Name Redacted)." [Radar has chosen not to identify the woman -as she is a private figure.] 
	He was asked: 
	1) "Did you hear from employees and residents of the Trump World Towers that (Name Redacted) had a child with Donald Trump?" Answer: "Yes" 
	2) "Did you hear from (Name Redacted) that (Name Redacted) had a child with Donald Trump?" Answer: "Yes" 
	3) "Did you overhear (Name Redacted) saying that (Name Redacted) got knocked up by the boss?" Answer: "Yes" 
	3) "Did you overhear (Name Redacted) saying that (Name Redacted) got knocked up by the boss?" Answer: "Yes" 
	4) "Are you telling the truth regarding information that you are providing to The National ENQUIRER?" Answer: "Yes" 

	Concluded the polygrapher: "In conclusion, it is the professional opinion of this examiner based on the subject's reactions to the relevant test questions, that the subject was being truthful regarding the above-mentioned issues." 
	READ THE POLYGRAPH RESULTS HERE 
	After passing the test, Sajudin demanded he be paid his entire source fee -$30,000 up front, or he was going to take the story elsewhere. 
	-

	Faced with losing the source, or possibly losing its money, The ENQUIRER blinked, and agreed to pay the entire fee. But after four weeks of investigation, and dozens of phone calls, the tabloid -famed for proving John Edwards had fathered a "love child" -concluded the story was NOTtrue. "When we realized we would be unable to publish, and other media outlets approached the source about his tale, we released Sajudin from the exclusivity clause that had accompanied his $30,000 payment, freeing him to tell his
	"Many organizations have since tried ... including The Wall Street journal, The New York Times, and The Associated Press. 
	"The latest is Ronan Farrow from The New Yorker, who is calling our staff, and seems to think this is another example of how The ENQUIRER, by supposedly 'catching and killing' stories about President Trump is a threat to national security. 
	He added, "We're flattered by this attention, and wish that it were true. Unfortunately, however, Dino Sajudin is one fish that swam away." 
	https :/// exclusives/2018/04/ donald-trump-love-child-rumor-scandal/ 
	radaronline.com

	Subject: Trump Memo Monday, November 30, 2015 at 6:50:56 PM Eastern Standard Time 
	We're arraigning for our whistleblower -Dino Sajudin, a former longtime Trump company employee -to 
	come in for a poly this week. 
	He's already signed to an AMI source contract for $30,000 (thirty thousand) upon pub. He is not being named in the story. 
	He will poly to the fact that he heard from two different Trump employees th fling with Trump which resulted in her having Trump's child. 
	Our timeline shows that at the time of the affair, Donald was ending his marriage to Ivana and had started the affair with Marla Maples. 
	We have not contacted her or the daughter's families -or other former Trump employees because we've been trying to obtain our own photos of 
	-

	While our stakeouts have not produced photos yet, we've obtained dozen of strong social media pictures of the married woman, who lives here in Queen, and of her daughter -who we believe lives in 
	northern Calif. 
	We've established that over the years from time to time both mother and daughter have worked for the Trump organization -in addition, the husband was given a job as a driver for Trump during a period of time. 
	The love child earned a medical degree at a Caribbean medical school and also graduated from Syracuse Univ. She is now 27 and working for a genetics company in Calif. 
	While our whistle blower Dino's info is second hard from multiple sources, we have established through documents that he was an employee of Trump World Tower from 2008 to 2014. 
	Right now, we're arranging his poly. In addition, we are pursuing another former employee (not those he named) who may info. 
	Possibly, we will use next week here in NY with -to get photos of the woman. IN addition, we may send to northern Calif to establish where the love child lives so we can get a photo stakeout there. There is also a boyfriend or ex boyfriend. 
	We have not made any moves on Dino's contacts because they could go right to Trump. 
	Page 1 ofl 
	Subject: FW: Please confirm this wording ok re 500 payment to Trump tipster Dino Sajudin. Poly is at five pm.and he wants contract ■ amended before will do it. Oa:e: December 9. 2015 al 3 55 PM 
	AMI will pay you $500 by check to be issued upon satisfactory completion of a 12/9/15 polygraph. If the story is published, the $500 will be deducted from the $30,000 payment to you. 
	SEARCHING FOR THE TRUTH INVESTIGATIVE SERVICES 
	SEARCHING FOR THE TRUTH INVESTIGATIVE SERVICES 
	Trenton, New Jersey 
	December 10, 2015 
	Polygraph Examination: 15-0260PR Subject: Dino Sajudin 
	On December 9, 2015, Dino Sajudin submitted to a polygraph examination at the request of the National Enquirer. The polygraph examination was conducted at the Fairfield Inn located in Stroudsburg, Pennsylvania. 
	The polygraph examination was being conducted to verify whether the subject was being truthful regarding allegations that he had heard while employed at the Trump World Towers located in New York City. The subject alleged that he heard from other employees that Donald Trump had a chil.d with a female employee identified as 
	Prior to the pretest interview tbe subject signed the standard Polygraph Consent Form, acknowledging tbat he was voluntarily submitting to the polygraph examination. The polygraph examination was conducted with a Lafayette Instruments LX4000 Computerized Polygraph Instrument. The various components monitored thoracic and abdominal respiratory cycles, electro dermal responses and cardio responses of the subject during the examination process. The instrument was fully calibrated to published factory standards
	The Following terms were agreed upon between the subject and the examiner.. ... 
	No reactions indicative ofdeception were recorded to the following relevant test questions... 
	1.) '~memployees and residents of the Trump World Towers that ---had a child with Donald Trump?" Answer: "Yes" 
	2.) "Did you hear from Trump?" Answer: "Yes" 
	2.) "Did you hear from Trump?" Answer: "Yes" 
	2.) "Did you hear from Trump?" Answer: "Yes" 
	tha 
	had a child with Donald 

	3.) "Did you overbearthe boss?" Answer: "Yes" 
	3.) "Did you overbearthe boss?" Answer: "Yes" 
	-saying that 
	got knocked up by 


	4.) "Are you telling the truth regarding information that you are providing to the National Enquirer?" Answer: "Yes" 
	In conclusion, it is the professional opinion of this examiner based on the subject's reactions to the relevant test questions, that the subject was being truthful regarding the above-mentioned issues. 
	c.c. Polygraph Case File 15-0260PR 
	2 
	2 


	Exhibit B 
	Exhibit B 
	Figure
	American Media, Inc. 
	Source: 
	Source: 
	Source: 
	_Mr. Dino Sajudin ___________ 

	Address: 
	Address: 

	TR
	East Stroudsberg, PA 18301 


	Phone: 
	Confidential Information: Source shall provide AMI with information regarding Mr. Donald Trump ; and any and all documentation in Source's possession relevant to the Confidential Information including, but not limited to Mr. Trump's personal and corporate affairs. 
	Newspaper: National Enquirer 
	Confidentiality Agreement 
	This Agreement is entered into by and between Source and American Media, Inc. (hereinafter "AMI"), publisher of Newspaper, whereby AMI agrees to refrain from publishing any Confidential Information provided by Source until Source and AMI have reached a mutually acceptable financial arrangement. 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Nondisclosure and Nonuse Obligation. Newspaper agrees not to publish any part of the Confidential Information until it comes to a written agreement with Source concerning payment for such information. This agreement does not obligate Newspaper to publish any article concerning the Confidential Information nor does it obligate Newspaper to enter Into an agreement with Source concerning payment. If Newspaper does not enter into an agreement with Source regarding payment, it may not publish any part of the Con

	2. 
	2. 
	Consent. Source agrees that Newspaper shall be entitled to take such steps as ii deems necessary lo assure Itself that any payment to Source is legal and does not violate any criminal or civil law or any person's rights in any way. If Newspaper determines that it may not make a payment to Source or that it does not desire to pursue a further agreement regarding payment, Newspaper agrees that it may not publish any part of the Confidential Information it obtains from Source. 

	3. 
	3. 
	Competency. Source represents and warrants that the Confidential Information is true and accurate, to the best of Source's knowledge, and will not Infringe upon any rights of any individual or entity. Source further represents and warrants that Source is under no legal impediment to provide the Confidential Information to Newspaper and that the Confidential Information has been obtained by Source without violating any applicable laws or statutes. 

	4. 
	4. 
	Exclusivity. Neither Source nor anyone under Source's supervision or control will discuss or in any way disclose to any person other than a representative of AMI any facts relating to the Confidential Information. Source warrants and represents that neither Source nor anyone under Source's supervision or control has entered into an agreement with any other reporter or news media to provide the same or similar Confidential Information. In the event that Source or someone under Source's supervision or control


	1000 AMBRLCAN MEDIA WAY,• UOCA RATON, !"LORIO.A• 3346 ◄ -1000 PHONE: 561.997.7733 • l'AX : SGt.989.122 ◄ 
	-2 -November 13, 2015 
	5. 
	5. 
	5. 
	Exclusions from Nondisclosure and Nonuse Obligations. Newspaper's obligations under Paragraph 1 ("Nondisclosure and Nonuse Obligation") with respect to any portion of the Confidential Information shall terminate when: (a) it was in the public domain at or subsequent to the time it was communicated to Newspaper by Source through no fault of Newspaper; (b) it was rightfully in Newspaper's possession free of any obligation of confidence at or subsequent to the time it was communicated to Newspaper by Source; (

	6. 
	6. 
	Independent Development. Source understands that Newspaper may currently or in the future be developing information internally or be receiving information from other parties that may be similar to the Confidential Information. Accordingly, nothing in this Agreement shall be construed as a representation or inference that Newspaper shall not develop information, or have information developed for it, that competes with the information contemplated by the Confidential Information. The burden of proving noncomp

	7. 
	7. 
	Governing Law and Confidential Information Venue. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with Florida law. Source agrees that any suit to enforce any term of this Agreement shall be instituted in a state or federal court of competent jurisdiction In the State of Florida, County of Palm Beach, which court shall have Confidential Information jurisdiction over any such suit. 


	ACCEPTED AND AGREED TO THIS 
	r;;ff~-~~. 
	r;;ff~-~~. 
	Editor 
	Figure
	Source 
	C:\Users\schurcher\Desktop\Confidentinlity Agreement (long) re Sajudin and Trump.dot 




	Exhibit C 
	Exhibit C 
	Figure
	American Media, Inc. 
	American Media, Inc. 
	u It ')I,~ 
	Figure

	Source: Dino Saiudin 
	nj1S'fzoi..r 
	nj1S'fzoi..r 
	East Stroudsburg, PA 18301 
	Payment: $30,000 (Thirty Thousand Dollars), payable upon publication as set forth below. 
	Exclusive: Source shall provide AMI with information regarding Donald Trump's illegitimate child; and any and all documentation, including but not limited to letters and any legal documents, and photographs in Somce's ~ possession relevant to the Exclusive. ft_/VJ !~~ & ~e::--fv~--r(ll ~rj
	-

	,' r:.Wl hJ1 sovrr.,e in ~ ;ov o1,s) c:u-fi'cles., "&, C !t">J-J'i _ 
	Exclusivity Period: -+~/J,t.ell.,, _ mouths after AMI publishes the Exclusive. II//)-;~1') 
	SOURCE AGREEMENT 
	This Agreement is entered into, by and between Source and American Media, Inc. (AMI). Source agrees to grant worldwide rights to AMI for publication ofthe Exclusive. AMI and Source therefore agree to the following: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Consent. Source agrees to be interviewed by a representative of AMI, for an article to be published concerning the Exclusive. Source understands that some or all ofwhat Source says during the interview may appear in the article. 

	2. 
	2. 
	Cooperation. Source agrees to provide AMI with a complete and accw·ate interview regarding Source's personal knowledge ofthe Exclusive. Source agrees to cooperate fully with AMI in providing corroborating information relevant to the Exclusive. Source agrees to allow AMI to tape record all discussion between Source and AMI's representative(s), such tape(s) to remain in possession ofAMI. Source agrees to submit to a polygraph examination or other methods of verification concerning the Exclusive if AMI deems t

	3. 
	3. 
	Competency. Source is 11ot a minor. Source is the owner ofal! rights in and to the Exclusive or is authorized by the owner ofthose rights to license the Exclusive to AMl Source represents and warrants that publication by AMI of Exclusive will 


	not infringe upon any rights ofany individual or entity. Source further represents and warrants that Sourc~ is under no legal impediment to provide the Exclusive to AMI and that the Exclusive has been obtained by Source without violating any applicable laws or statutes. 
	4. 
	4. 
	4. 
	Release. Source shall not make or institute a lawsuit or claim liability, in law or in equity, against AMI or any of its assigns, licensees, or successors, arising out of, or in connection with, the publication ofthe Exclusive supplied to AMI pursuant to this Agreement. 

	5. 
	5. 
	Exclusivity Period. Neither Sow·ce nor anyone under Source's supervision or control will discuss or in any way disclose to any person other than a representative of AMI any facts relating to the Exclusive until after the expiration of the Exclusivity Period. Source warrants and represents that neither Source nor anyone under Source's supervision or control has entered into an agreement with any other reporter or news media to provide the same or similar Exclusive. In the event that Source or someone under S

	6. 
	6. 
	Grant. Source hereby grants AMI the Publication Rights to the Exclusive. Source also grants AMI, its affiliates, subsidiaries, assigns and licensees, the non­exclusive right to reproduce, publish and/or digitally archive the Exclusive in any form or media in any language throughout the world. 

	7. 
	7. 
	Consideration. In consideration of the foregoing, AMI promises to pay Source the Payment amount, payable two weeks after the cover date of the edition containing any article or the last ofa series ofarticles based upon the Exclusive. 

	8. 
	8. 
	Publication of the Exclusive. Source aclmowledges that AMI shall have no obligation to publish the Exclusive and that AMI's only obligation to Source shall be the payment ofthe sum set forth in this Agreement, subject to the terms ofthis Agreement. AMI will not owe Source any compensation ifAMI does not publish the Exclusive provided by Somce. Nothing contained in this Agreement shall prevent AMI from publishing an article or articles relating to the Exclusive which are derived from information gathered fro

	9. 
	9. 
	Breach of Agreement. Source acknowledges that any breach by Source of this Agreement shall constitute a material breach. IfSource breaches the terms ofthe Agreement, AMI shall have no further payment obligations to Source and AMI may take legal action to retrieve payments AMI has made to Sow-ce. 


	I 0. Governing Law and Exclusive Venue. This agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with Florida law. Source agrees that any suit to enforce any term of this Agreement shall be instituted in a state or federal court of 
	competent jurisdiction in the State of New York, county of New York, which court shall have exclusive jurisdiction over any such suit. 
	ACCEPTED AND AGREED ON THIS / < day of /V 0 V ,2015 
	Source sign~ e 
	Source address and phone number 
	/4.w.Jfi>­
	itor/reporter signature 
	5 /ffl11_ t>N c.-H J ~I+0l 
	AMENDMENT 
	AMENDMENT 
	Reference is made to the Source Agreement (the "Agreement"), dated as ofNovember 15, 2015, by and between Dino Sajudi.n ("Source") and American Media, Inc. ("AMI"). Capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein shall have the meaning set forth in such Agreement. 
	For good and valuable consideration, (receipt ofwhich is he_reby aclmowledged), Sow-ce and AMI have agreed, and do hereby agree, that the Agreement is hereby amended as follows: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	AMI shall pay Source the Payment set fo1th in the Agreement (i.e., $30,000) within 5_ days ofreceipt of this Amendment signed by Source. 

	2. 
	2. 
	The Exclusivity Period set forth in the Agreement is extended in perpetuity and shall not expire. 

	3. 
	3. 
	Source agrees that he shall not disclose the Exclusive or the terms ofthe Agreement or th.is Amendment to any third party except as required by law or court order, prnvided Source gives AMI prompt written notice ofsuch requirement or order so AMI may seek an appropriate protective order or other relief. In the event Source breaches this provision, Source shall be liable to AMI and shall pay to AMI, as liquidated damages, and not as a penalty, the sum of $1,000,000 (one million dollars), which amount represe


	Except as othe1wise specifically amended herein, all ofthe terms and. conditions ofthe Agreement are hereby ratified and confirmed. In the case ofa co1rllict between the Agreement and this Amenchnent, the terms and conditions of this Amendment shall. control. 
	Please sign below to indicate your acceptance ofthe foregoing. 
	DINO SAJUDIN 9J~ 
	Digit ally signed 
	McDermott 
	McDermott 
	McDermott 
	by Kathryn Ross 'Y<'v..a-~Date: 

	Will&Emery 
	Will&Emery 
	2018.06.11 20:51 :58 -04'00' 

	Boston 
	Boston 
	Brussels 
	Chicago 
	Oiisseldorf 
	Frankfurt 
	Hous1on 
	London 
	Los Angeles 
	Miami 
	Stephen M. Ryan 

	Milan 
	Milan 
	Munich 
	New York 
	Orange Couniy 
	Paris 
	Rome 
	Seoul 
	Silicon Valley 
	Washington, O.C. 
	Attorney at Law 

	TR
	sryan@mwe.com 

	Stra1egic altiance with MWE China Law Offices (Shanghai) 
	Stra1egic altiance with MWE China Law Offices (Shanghai) 
	+1 202 756 8333 

	June 8, 2018 
	June 8, 2018 

	VIA EMAIL TO CELA@fec.gov 
	VIA EMAIL TO CELA@fec.gov 


	CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION 
	Federal Election Commission Office ofComplaints Examination and Legal Administration Attn: Kathryn Ross, Paralegal 999 E Street, N.W. Washington, DC 20463 
	Re: MURs 7324, 7364, and 7366 
	To the Office of Complaints Examination and Legal Administration: 
	On behalf of Respondent Michael D. Cohen, we respectfully submit the following response to the Complaints filed in the above-referenced matters under review. The Complaints allege violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act ("FECA") as a result of a media company's alleged business transactions and publishing decisions. The allegations are based on speculation from news stories and are not supported by the facts or the law, as the alleged business transactions and any publishing decisions described in t
	Figure
	U.S. practice conducted through McDermott Will & Emery L~P. The McDermott Building 500 North Capitol Street, N.W. Washington D.C. 20001·1531 Telephone: +1202756 8000 Facsimile: +1 202 756 8087 
	www.mwe.com 

	Digitally signed 
	Digitally signed 
	Digitally signed 

	JONES DAY 
	JONES DAY 
	(',l/ ..etc,~ -,,<'.J by Kathryn Ross 1"-,~ ·J.,f":;;,~.,_., Date: 2018.06.08 
	-


	51 LOUISIANAAVENUE:. N.W. 
	51 LOUISIANAAVENUE:. N.W. 
	• WASHINGTON. O.C. 
	20001.2113 
	14:16:18 -04'00' 

	TELEPHONE: + 1.202.879.3939 • 
	TELEPHONE: + 1.202.879.3939 • 
	FACSIMILE: + 1.202.626. 1700 


	June 8, 2018 CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION 
	VIA E-MAIL TO CELA@FEC.GOV 
	VIA E-MAIL TO CELA@FEC.GOV 

	Federal Election Commission Office ofComplaints Examination & Legal Administration Attn: Kathryn Ross, Paralegal 1050 First Street, N.E. Washington, DC 20463 
	' 
	Re: Matter Under Review 7364 Dear Office ofComplaints Examination & Legal Administration: On behalf of Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and Treasurer Bradley T. Crate, enclosed is a response to the Complaint in the above-captioned MUR. Very truly yours, 


	~~-< ~ 
	~~-< ~ 
	E. Stewart Crosland Enclosure 
	cc: Megan Sowards Newton 
	ALKHOBAR • AMSTERDAM • ATLANTA • BEIJING • BOSTON • BRISBANE • BRUSSELS • CHICAGO • CLEVELAND • COLUMBUS • DALLAS DETROIT • DUBAI • DOSSELDORF • FRANKFURT • HONG KONG • HOUSTON • IRVINE • JEOOAH • LONDON • LOS ANGELES • MADRID MEXICO CITY • MIAMI • MILAN • MINNEAPOLIS • MOSCOW • MUNICH • NEW YORK • PARIS • PERTH • PITTSBURGH • RIYADH SAN DIEGO • SAN FRANCISCO • SAO PAULO • SHANGHAI • SILICON VALLEY • SINGAPORE • SYDNEY • TAIPEI • TOKYO • WASHINGTON 
	BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	) ) MUR 7364 ) 
	RESPONSE OF DONALD J. TRUMP FOR PRESIDENT, INC. AND BRADLEY T. CRATE, AS TREASURER, TO THE COMPLAINT 
	By and through undersigned counsel, Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and Treasurer Bradley T. Crate (collectively, "the Committee" or "Respondents") respond to the Complaint in the above-captioned Matter Under Review. 
	The Complaint, relying on anonymously sourced news articles, asserts that a 2015 transaction involving American Media, Inc. ("AMI") and a man named Dino Sajudin constituted an unreported in-kind corporate contribution to the Committee. See Compl. ,i,i 32-46. AMI purportedly paid Sajudin in exchange for the exclusive rights to a sensational story he was peddling but which AMl ultimately decided not to publish. AMI's editorial and business decision not to publish information received from Sajudin has no conne
	In order to be a contribution or expenditure, a disbursement offunds must be made "for the purpose of influencing an[] election for Federal office." 52 U.S.C. § 30101 (8)(A)(i); 11 
	C.F.R. § 100.52(a). The Commission has made clear that not all third party spending can be treated as a contribution merely because it could help a candidate's electoral chances. See, e.g., Statement of Reasons ofComm'rs McDonald, Mason, Sandstrom, Smith & Thomas, MUR 4944 (Hillary Rodham Clinton), at 2 n.2 (Aug. 28, 2001). Rather, "a finding of reason to believe that a ... personal transaction resulted in a contribution to [a] campaign requires specific information demonstrating a nexus between the transac
	The Complaint establishes no such nexus between the Committee and the transaction between AMI and Sajudin. The Committee has no control over AMI, a national news outlet, and AMI's payment to Sajudin is not aJleged to have defrayed an expense that the Committee otherwise would have been obligated to pay. See, e.g., Statement ofReasons ofComm'rs Petersen, Bauerly, Hunter, McGahn & Weintraub, MUR 6200 (Ensign), at 10 (dismissing a complaint where there was no evidence the payment fulfilled an obligation ofthe 
	According to AMI officials, AMI entered into the transaction with Sajudin for the purpose ofmaking a profit, believing his story had the potential to sell "'hundreds ofthousands of magazines"' if it could be confirmed. See Compl. ,r 14 ( quoting AMI executive and National Enquirer editor). Yet AMI officials have stated that they could not verify Sajudin's claims, so they decided not to publish them, releasing Sajudin from his exclusivity obligations. See id.; see also id ,r 18 ( describing anonymous sources
	2 
	2 

	or Michael Cohen had anything to do with [AMI's] decision not to pursue [Sajudin's] story ... that it determined was not credible." American Media, Inc. Responds To Attack On Its Editorial Decisions And The First Amendment (Apr. 12, 2018). Furthermore, several other news outlets reportedly also have refused to publish Sajudin's tale because they too could not validate it. See Athena Jones, Former AMIeditor describes 'favor bank' ofkilled Trump stories, CNN (Apr. 13, 2018) ("No media outlet has proven the st
	1 
	2 

	https:/ /www .pmewswire.com/news-releases/american-med ia-inc-responds-to-attack-on-its-editorial­decisions-and-the-first-amendment-300629074. html. 
	I. 
	http://money.cnn.com/2018/04/13/media/ami-jerry-george-david-pecker-donald-trump/index.htm 
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	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION Washington, DC 20463 
	Statement of Designation of Counsel 
	Statement of Designation of Counsel 
	Provide one form for each Respondent/Witness Note:  You May E-Mail Form to:  
	CELA@fec.gov 

	      
	CASE:__________________ 
	   
	Name of Counsel: ________________________________________________________ 
	   
	Firm:___________________________________________________________________ 
	    
	Address:________________________________________________________________ 
	   
	   
	Telephone: (_______)__________________ Fax: (_______)_____________________ 
	The above named individual and/or firm 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. 
	____________  ______________________________    Date Signature    Title 
	Figure

	       
	RESPONDENT: _________________________________________________________  (Committee Name/Company Name/Individual Named In Notification Letter
	) 

	MAILING ADDRESS: 
	   
	Telephone:(H):___________________________    (W): _________________________ 
	This form relates to a Federal Election Commission matter that is subject to the confidentiality provisions of 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(12)(A).  This section prohibits making public any notification or investigation conducted by the Federal Election Commission without the express written consent of the person receiving the notification or the person with respect to whom the  investigation is made. 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION \Vashington, DC 20463 
	Statement of Designation of Counsel 
	Statement of Designation of Counsel 
	Statement of Designation of Counsel 
	PrO\ide one form for each Respondent/Witness J\ote: You May E-i\Iail Form to: CASE: MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, 7366 Name of Counsel: Lee E. Goodman Wiley Rein LLP 
	CELA@fec.gov 

	Firm: 
	1776 K Street, NW 
	Address: 
	Washington, DC 20006 
	Telephone: ( 202 )_ 7_19_-_73_7_8____Fax: ( 202 )_ 7_1_9_-7_0_49_____ 
	The above named individual and/or finn 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 beff? n~1,,1 
	2/21/2020 --
	-

	Date Signature Title 
	David J. Pecker
	RESPONDENT: 
	(Committee Name/Company Name/Individual Named In Notificaiion Letter)_ 
	MAILING ADDRESS: 
	Contact Thrn Counsel 
	Telephone:(H):____________ (W): 
	This form relates to a Federal Election Commission matter that is subject to the confidentiality provisions of 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(l2)(A). This section prohibits making public any notification or investigation conducted by the Fedt'l'al Election Commission without the express written consent of 01· the person witb respect to whom the investigation is made. 
	the person receiving the notification 

	1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
	10 11 12 13 14 COMPLAINANTS: 15 16 17 18 RESPONDENTS: 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL’S REPORT 
	MUR 7324
	1 

	DATE COMPLAINT FILED: Feb. 20, 2018 DATE OF NOTIFICATIONS:  Feb. 27, 2018 DATE OF LAST RESPONSE:  June 11, 2018 ELECTION CYCLE: 2016 SOL EXPIRATION:  Aug. 5, 2021/Sept. 20, 2021 
	  Sept. 20, 2019 
	DATE OF ACTIVATION:

	Common Cause Paul S. Ryan Allen J. Epstein 
	Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and Bradley T.     
	Crate in his official capacity as treasurer Donald J. Trump  A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc. David J. Pecker Michael D. Cohen 
	MUR 7332 
	DATE COMPLAINT FILED: Feb. 27, 2018 DATE FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT FILED:  May 9, 2018 
	The Complaint in MUR 7637 (NRA-ILA, et al.) included the allegation that Donald J. Trump, Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and Bradley T. Crate in his official capacity as treasurer, and American Media, Inc. violated the Act due to American Media, Inc. paying a woman not to disclose information about Trump.  Because this allegation is the subject of MUR 7324, and in order to consider the totality of that allegation, we have administratively severed that allegation from MUR 7637 and joined it with MUR 732
	Figure
	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 (Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al.) 
	First General Counsel’s Report Page 2 of70 
	1 2 3 4 
	6 7 8 9 
	11 COMPLAINANTS: 12 13 14 RESPONDENTS: 
	16 17 18 19 
	21 22 23 24 
	26 27 28 29 
	31 COMPLAINANT: 32 33 RESPONDENTS: 34 
	36 37 38 39 
	41 42 43 44 
	46 
	DATE SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT  FILED:  Aug. 6, 2018 DATES OF NOTIFICATIONS:  Mar. 1, 2018, 
	May 10, 2018, Aug. 9, 2018, May 17, 2019 DATE OF LAST RESPONSE:  June 11, 2018 DATE OF ACTIVATION:  Sept. 20, 2019 
	Figure

	ELECTION CYCLE: 2016 SOL EXPIRATION:  Aug. 5, 2021/Sept. 20, 2021 
	Free Speech for People Shanna M. Cleveland 
	Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and Bradley T.    
	Crate in his official capacity as treasurer Donald J. Trump A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc. David J. Pecker Dylan Howard Michael D. Cohen 
	MUR 7364 
	DATE COMPLAINT FILED:  Apr. 12, 2018 DATE OF NOTIFICATIONS:  Apr. 19, 2018 DATE OF LAST RESPONSE:  June 11, 2018 DATE ACTIVATED:  Sept. 20, 2019 
	Figure

	ELECTION CYCLE: 2016 SOL EXPIRATION: Dec. 17, 2020/Sept. 20, 2021 
	Common Cause 
	Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and Bradley T.    
	Crate in his official capacity as treasurer Donald J. Trump  A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc. David J. Pecker Dylan Howard Michael D. Cohen 
	MUR 7366 
	DATE COMPLAINT FILED:  Apr. 16, 2018 DATE OF NOTIFICATIONS:  Apr. 20, 2018 DATE OF LAST RESPONSE:  June 11, 2019 DATE ACTIVATED:  Sept. 20, 2019 
	Figure
	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 (Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al.) 
	First General Counsel’s Report Page 3 of70 
	1 2 3 4 COMPLAINANT: 
	6 RESPONDENTS: 7 8 9 
	11 12 13 14 RELEVANT STATUTES 
	AND REGULATIONS: 
	16 17 18 19 
	21 22 23 24 
	26 27 28 29 
	31 INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: 32 33 FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: 34 
	I. INTRODUCTION 
	ELECTION CYCLE: 2016 SOL EXPIRATION:  Dec. 17, 2020/ Sept. 20, 2021 
	American Bridge 21st Century Foundation 
	Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and Bradley T.  
	Crate in his official capacity as treasurer Donald J. Trump A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc. David J. Pecker Michael D. Cohen Timothy Jost 
	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8), (9) 52 U.S.C. § 30102(e)(2) 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b) 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a), (d) 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a) 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) 11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d)(1) 11 C.F.R. § 100.73 11 C.F.R. § 100.132 11 C.F.R. § 101.2 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a), (b) 11 C.F.R. § 104.13(a) 11 C.F.R. § 109.3 11 C.F.R. § 109.20 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1) 11 C.F.R. § 114.2 
	Disclosure Reports 
	Figure
	36 The Complaints in these four matters allege that American Media, Inc., which is now 37 A360 Media, LLC(“AMI”), and Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and Bradley T. Crate in 38 his official capacity as treasurer (the “Trump Committee”) violated the Federal Election 
	3 

	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 (Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al.) First General Counsel’s Report Page 4 of70 
	1 Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”), in connection with payments AMI made to two 2 individuals in advance of the 2016 presidential election to suppress negative stories about then3 presidential candidate Donald J. Trump’s relationships with several women.Specifically, the 4 Complaints allege that then-AMI corporate officers David J. Pecker and Dylan Howard worked 5 with Michael D. Cohen, who served as Trump’s personal attorney, to negotiate a payment of 6 $150,000 to Karen McDougal in August 2016
	-
	4 
	5 

	10 fathered a child with an employee at Trump World Tower.11 In its Responses, AMI asserts that the press exemption and the First Amendment preclude 12 investigation of the allegations and further contends that the payments to McDougal and Sajudin 13 were bona fide payments.In his Response to three of the Complaints, Cohen claims that the 14 allegations are speculative and AMI’s publishing decisions are not subject to the Act.The 15 Trump Committee asserts that the Complaints fail to establish any nexus bet
	6 
	7 
	8 

	The Trump Committee’s treasurer during the 2016 election cycle was Timothy Jost; its current treasurer is Bradley T. Crate. 
	4 

	MUR 7324 Compl. at 2 (Feb. 20, 2018); MUR 7332 Compl. at 1-2 (Feb. 27, 2018); MUR 7364 Compl. at 4 (Apr. 12, 2018); MUR 7366 Compl. at 2 (Apr. 17, 2018). 
	5 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. (Apr. 13, 2018); MURs 7364/7366 AMI Resp. (June 8, 2018); MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. (June 8, 2018); MUR 7637 AMI Resp. (Sept. 11, 2019). 
	7 

	MURs 7324/7364/7366 Cohen Resp. (June 8, 2018). Cohen did not submit a response to the Complaints in MURs 7332 and 7637. 
	8 
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	1 Committee and the transactions between AMI, McDougal, and Sajudin.  Trump did not respond 2 in his personal capacity.  After the Responses were filed, Cohen pleaded guilty to willfully 3 causing an unlawful corporate contribution concerning the payment to McDougal and is 4 currently serving the remainder of his sentence under home confinement in connection with that 5 plea.  AMI entered into a non-prosecution agreement with the Department of Justice (“DOJ”) 6 7 As discussed below, the available informatio
	9
	10
	regarding the payment to McDougal.
	11 

	10 August 2016 — at the direction of Trump and as part of that agreement — Pecker, Howard, and 11 AMI paid McDougal $150,000 to suppress her story of a sexual relationship with Trump, which 12 allegedly occurred while he was married, from becoming public before the 2016 presidential 13 election.  Based on the available information, it also appears that Pecker, Howard, and AMI paid 14 Sajudin $30,000 in December 2015 to prevent Sajudin from publicizing his story that Trump had 15 fathered a child with an emp
	MURs 7324/7332 Trump Committee Resp. (Apr. 17, 2018); MUR 7364 Trump Committee Resp. (June 8, 2018); MUR 7366 Trump Committee Resp. (June 8, 2018); MUR 7637 Trump Committee Resp. (Sept. 13, 2019). 
	9 

	See Tr. of Proceedings before Hon. William H. Pauley III at 23-24, 27, United States v. Cohen, No. 1:18Proceeding-Transcript.pdf (“Cohen Plea Hearing”); Tom McParland, Michael Cohen Released to Home Confinement Because of COVID-19 Concerns, NEW YORK LAW JOURNAL newyorklawjournal/2020/05/21/michael-cohen-released-to-home-confinement-because-of-covid-19-concerns (reporting Cohen’s initial release); Mem. of Law in Supp. of Pet’r’s Emergency Mot. for a TRO at 4-9, 12-23, Cohen v. Barr, et al., No. 1:20-cv-5614-
	10 
	-
	cr-00602-WHP (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 21, 2018), https://assets.documentcloud.org/documents/4780185/Cohen-Court
	-

	(May 21, 2020), https://www.law.com/ 

	Letter from Robert Khuzami, Acting U.S. Attorney, S.D.N.Y., U.S. Dep’t of Justice, to Charles A. Stillman and James A. Mitchell, Counsel for American Media, Inc. (Sept. 20, 2018) (non-prosecution agreement between DOJ and AMI on September 21, 2018, including statement of admitted facts) (“AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement”). 
	11 
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	1 Commission:  (1) find reason to believe that AMI, Pecker, and Howard violated 52 U.S.C. 2 § 30118(a) by making and consenting to make prohibited corporate in-kind contributions; 3 (2) find reason to believe that Trump violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by knowingly accepting 4 prohibited contributions; (3) find reason to believe that the Trump Committee violated 52 U.S.C. 5 § 30118(a) by knowingly accepting prohibited contributions; and (4) find reason to believe that 6 the Trump Committee violated 52 U.S.C. §
	10 former Trump Committee treasurer Timothy Jost violated the Act and Commission regulations.  
	11 II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
	12 Trump declared his presidential candidacy on June 16, 2015, and registered the Trump 
	13 Committee, his principal campaign committee, with the Commission on June 29, 2015.
	12 

	14 Michael D. Cohen was an attorney for the Trump Organization,worked as special counsel to 
	13 

	15 AMI was a publishing 
	Trump, and served as a Trump Committee surrogate in the media.
	14 

	MUR 7319 Compl. at 3 (Feb. 14, 2018) (citing Alex Altman and Charlotte Alter, Trump Launches Presidential Campaign with Empty Flair, TIME launch/) (open matter); Trump Committee, Statement of Organization, FEC Form 1 (June 29, 2015). 
	12 
	(June 16, 2015), https://time.com/3922770/donald-trump-campaign
	-


	Trump Organization, LLC is a limited liability company (“LLC”) organized under the laws of New York on August 4, 1999 and its registered agent is National Registered Agents, Inc.  The available information does not indicate its tax election status for federal tax purposes. See N. Y. Dept. of State, Div. of Corps., Search Our Corporation and Business Entity DatabaseSEARCH_ENTRY (search entity name:  “Trump Organization LLC”) (last visited Sept. 30, 2020). 
	13 
	, https://appext20.dos.ny.gov/corp_public/CORPSEARCH.ENTITY_ 

	Government’s Sentencing Mem. at 11, United States v. Cohen, No. 1:18-cr-00602-WHP (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 7, 2018) (“SDNY Cohen Sentencing Memorandum”); Report on the Investigation into Russian Interference in the 2016 Presidential Election, U.S. Dep’t of Justice, Vol. 1 at 53 (March 2019) (identifying Cohen as a former executive vice president at the Trump Organization and “special counsel to Donald J. Trump”); Hearing with Michael Cohen, Former Attorney to President Donald Trump before the H. Comm. on Oversight an
	Government’s Sentencing Mem. at 11, United States v. Cohen, No. 1:18-cr-00602-WHP (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 7, 2018) (“SDNY Cohen Sentencing Memorandum”); Report on the Investigation into Russian Interference in the 2016 Presidential Election, U.S. Dep’t of Justice, Vol. 1 at 53 (March 2019) (identifying Cohen as a former executive vice president at the Trump Organization and “special counsel to Donald J. Trump”); Hearing with Michael Cohen, Former Attorney to President Donald Trump before the H. Comm. on Oversight an
	14 
	at 11 (Feb. 27, 2019), https://docs house.gov/meetings/GO/GO00/20190227/108969/HHRG-116-GO00
	-


	executive vice president and special counsel at the Trump Organization and then worked as Trump’s personal attorney when he became President); MUR 7324 Compl. at 8 (referring to Cohen as a “top attorney” at the Trump Organization and as Trump’s “fix-it guy”); see also Michael Rothfeld and Joe Palazzolo, Trump Lawyer Arranged $130,000 Payment for Adult-Film Star's Silence, WALL ST. J. (Jan.lawyer-arranged-130-000-payment-for-adult-film-stars-silence-1515787678 (available in VBM) (“WSJ Jan. 12 Article”) (cite
	 12, 2018), https://www.wsj.com/articles/trump
	-
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	1 
	1 
	company headquartered in New York, New York.15 
	In 2016, one of AMI’s publications was the 

	2 
	2 
	National Enquirer (the “Enquirer”), which is a weekly print and online tabloid publication.16 
	In 

	3 
	3 
	August 2020, AMI reportedly was renamed A360 Media, LLC and plans were announced to 

	4 
	4 
	merge it with Accelerate 360, a logistics firm.17 
	Pecker was the President and Chief Executive 

	5 
	5 
	Officer of AMI until the merger and reportedly became an executive advisor to the new 

	6 
	6 
	company.18 
	Howard was AMI’s Vice President and Chief Content Officer and reportedly left 


	See AMI, About Us/about-us/overview (last visited Oct. 22, 2020); AMI, Contact Usof Corps., General Information Name Searchentity name: American Media, Inc.) (last visited Oct. 22, 2020). 
	15 
	, https://web.archive.org/web/20200721110029/https://www.americanmediainc.com 
	, https://web.archive.org/web/20200830111333/ 
	https://www.americanmediainc.com/contact-us (last visited Oct. 22, 2020); Del. Dept. of State, Div. 
	, https://icis.corp.delaware.gov/Ecorp/EntitySearch/NameSearch.aspx (search 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard ¶ 11.  Publicly available information indicates that AMI announced on April 18, 2019, that it planned to sell the Enquirer to an individual named James Cohen, who has not been identified as a respondent in this matter; however, that sale reportedly was not finalized. See National Enquirer to Be Sold to Owner of Magazine Distributor, REUTERS (Apr. us-national-enquirer-m-a/national-enquirer-to-be-sold-to-owner-of-magazine-distributor-idUSKCN1RU25I; Sarah Ellison 
	16 
	18, 2019), https://www reuters.com/article/ 
	 25, 2020), https://www.washingtonpost.com/lifestyle/media/as-a
	-

	-

	Ben Smith, National Enquirer Chief David Pecker Loses Top Job in Company Merger, N.Y. TIMES Aug. 21 Article”).  Both A360Media and Accelerate 360 are reportedly controlled by Chatham Asset Management, a New Jersey hedge fund. Id. A360 Media, LLC and another entity named A360 Media Holdings, LLC are registered in Delaware.  Del. Dept. of State, Div. of Corps., General Information Name Search, A360 Media) (last visited Sept. 30, 2020).  AMI appears to be doing business as A360 Media, LLC per recent media repo
	17 
	(Aug. 21, 2020), https://www.nytimes.com/2020/08/21/business/media/david-pecker-ami-ceo.html (“NY Times 
	https://icis.corp.delaware.gov/Ecorp/EntitySearch/NameSearch.aspx (search entity name: 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 1, n.1; NY Times Aug. 21 Article. 
	18 
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	1 the company on March 31, 2020.  From 2013 to 2017, Howard was the Editor in Chief of the 
	19

	2 .Karen McDougal is a model   Dino Sajudin is a former doorman for 
	Enquirer
	20 
	and actress.
	21

	3 Trump World Tower in New York City.
	22 

	4 The available information indicates that during Trump’s 2016 presidential campaign, 
	5 AMI and its executives, Pecker and Howard, after discussions with Trump and Cohen, acting as 
	6 an agent of Trump, paid $150,000 to Karen McDougal to purchase the rights to her claim that 
	7   Cohen 
	she engaged in a relationship with Trump beginning in 2006, while he was married.
	23

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 1, n.1; Lukas I. Alpert, National Enquirer Parent Parts Ways with Dylan Howard, WALL ST. J. (Apr. howard-11586229089 (available in VBM).  Howard was not notified as a respondent in MURs 7324 and 7366 because he was not as clearly identified in those Complaints as he was in the MURs 7332 and 7364 Complaints. As discussed below, we recommend that the Commission find reason to believe that Howard knowingly and willfully violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by making and consenting to prohi
	19 
	6, 2020), https://www.wsj.com/articles/national-enquirer-parent-parts-ways-with-dylan
	-


	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard ¶ 2. 
	20 

	MUR 7366 Compl. at 3 (citing Compl. for Declaratory Relief, McDougal v. American Media, Inc., No. BC698956 (Cal. Super. Ct. Los Angeles Cnty. Mar. 20, 2018) (“McDougal Complaint”)). 
	21 

	Joe Palazzolo & Michael Rothfeld, THE FIXERS at 146 (2020) (“The Fixers”) (Palazzolo and Rothfeld are two of the authors of The Wall Street Journal’s 2016 reporting as described infra at note 23; The Fixers expands upon the reporting in that article); see also MUR 7364 Compl. at 4 (citing Jake Pearson and Jeff Horwitz, $30,000 Rumor?  Tabloid Paid for, Spiked, Salacious Trump Tip, ASSOCIATED PRESS (Apr. 12, 2018), 
	22 
	https://www.apnews.com/f37ecfc4710b468db6a103a245146172 (“Sajudin AP Article”)). 

	News reports and Cohen’s testimony have identified Trump, AMI, Pecker, Howard, Keith Davidson, McDougal, and Stephanie Clifford as the persons anonymously referenced in documents — including the SDNY Information and Warrant Affidavit — pertaining to DOJ’s investigation and prosecution of Cohen, as follows:  Trump is “Individual-1”; the Trump Organization is the “Company”; AMI is “Corporation-1”; Pecker is “Chairman1”; Howard is “Editor-1”; Davidson is “Attorney-1”; McDougal is “Woman-1”; and Clifford is “Wo
	23 
	-
	 4, 2016), https://www.wsj.com/articles/national-enquirer-shielded-donald-trump-from-playboy
	-

	https://www.newyorker.com/news/news-desk/donald-trump-a-playboy-model-and-a-system-for-concealing
	-
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	1 pleaded guilty to criminal violations of the Act in connection with AMI’s payment to McDougal 
	2 and his own payment to adult film actress and director Stephanie Clifford, who also alleged an 
	3 affair with Trump while he was married; Cohen’s sworn allocution and testimony indicate that 
	4 his participation in the payments to both McDougal and Clifford was for the “principal purpose 
	5 of influencing the [2016 presidential] election.”
	24 

	6 AMI entered into a Non-Prosecution Agreement with DOJ on September 21, 2018.In 
	25 

	7 that Non-Prosecution Agreement, AMI admitted that it made the payments to McDougal to 
	MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 5, MUR 7332 Compl. at 3); Jim Rutenberg, Megan Twohey, Rebecca R. Ruiz, Mike McIntire & Maggie Haberman, Tools of Trump’s Fixer: Payouts, Intimidation and the Tabloids, N.Y. TIMES Article”) (cited by MUR 7324 Compl. at 8 and MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 4) (describing the circumstances of AMI’s payment to McDougal and Cohen’s payment to Clifford, and identifying the parties involved); House Oversight Testimony at 11, 30, 100, 132 (specifically identifying Trump as “Individ
	(Feb. 18, 2018), https://www.nytimes.com/2018/02/18/us/politics/michael-cohen-trump.html (“NYT Feb. 18 
	(Nov. 9, 2018), https://www.wsj.com/articles/donald-trump
	-


	See Cohen Plea Hearing at 23, 27-28 (pleading guilty to knowingly and willfully violating 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by “causing” AMI to make a payment totaling $150,000 in 2016 to McDougal, and to knowingly and willfully violating 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(1)(A) by making an excessive contribution in the form of a payment totaling $130,000 to Clifford, to ensure that both women did not publicize damaging allegations before the 2016 presidential election and thereby influence that election); see also SDNY Information 
	24 
	https://www.justice.gov/file/1115596/download

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement at 3.  Pecker and Howard were reportedly granted immunity in exchange for their cooperation.  Gabriel Sherman, “Holy Shit, I Thought Pecker Would Be the Last One to Turn”: Trump’s National Enquirer Allies Are the Latest to Defect, THE HIVE-VANITY FAIR (Aug.; WSJ Nov. 9 Article; Jim Rutenberg, Rebecca R. Ruiz & Ben Protess, David Pecker, Chief of National Enquirer’s Publisher, Is 
	25 
	 23, 2018), https://www.vanity 
	fair.com/news/2018/08/donald-trump-national-enquirer-allies-defect-david-pecker-michael-cohen
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	1 ensure that she did not publicize her allegations and “thereby influence [the 2016 presidential] 
	2 election.”
	26 

	3 A. Pecker, Trump, and Cohen Enter into a Catch and Kill Agreement for 
	4 Trump’s Campaign 
	5 In August 2015, Trump reportedly met with Cohen and Pecker in his Trump Tower office 
	6 AMI admitted that, at that 
	and asked Pecker what Pecker could do to help his campaign.
	27 

	7 meeting, “Pecker offered to help deal with negative stories about [Trump’s] relationships with 
	8 women by, among other things, assisting the campaign in identifying such stories so they could 
	9 be purchased and their publication avoided.”  Trump reportedly directed Pecker to work with 
	28

	10 Cohen, who would inform Trump, and “Pecker agreed to keep Cohen apprised of any such 
	29

	11 negative stories.”  Cohen, in his sworn testimony, confirms that there was an agreement that 
	30

	Said to Get Immunity in Trump Inquiry, N.Y. TIMES (Aug.politics/david-pecker-immunity-trump html.  
	 23, 2018), https://www.nytimes.com/2018/08/23/us/ 

	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	26 

	WSJ Nov. 9 Article (citing “people familiar with the meeting” and noting that the article is based on “interviews with three dozen people who have direct knowledge of the events or who have been briefed on them, as well as court papers, corporate records and other documents”); AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3 (“In or about August 2015, David Pecker, the Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of AMI, met with Michael Cohen, an attorney for a presidential candidate, and at least one other member of the 
	27 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3.  Pecker reportedly also suggested that “[h]e could use the Enquirer to slime Trump’s political opponents, both Republican and Democrat.”  The Fixers at x; see also id. at 158-61, 166-67 (detailing the Enquirer’s negative coverage of Trump’s opponent Ted Cruz during the Republican primary as it coincided with Trump’s attacks on Cruz, the Enquirer’s persistent attacks on Trump’s other opponents, including, inter alia, Hillary Clinton, Marco Rubio, and Bernie Sanders, 
	28 

	The Fixers at xi. 
	29 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	30 
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	1 AMI would catch and kill negative stories involving Trump to avoid publication of those stories, 2 describing catch and kill as working with news outlets to identify and purchase the rights to news 3 4 It is not publicly known whether AMI either purchased directly or steered to Cohen and 5 the Trump Committee other Trump-related stories.  In June 2016, Howard had reportedly 6 “compiled a list of the dirt about Trump accumulated in AMI’s archives, dating back decades.”7 After Trump won the 2016 presidentia
	stories of interest and avoid their publication.
	31 
	32 
	-
	33

	10 first week of November 2016 Howard ordered his staff at the Enquirer to destroy documents 
	11 
	held in an office safe, including documents that were related to Trump.
	34 

	House Oversight Testimony at 30 (Cohen testified that “catch and kill is a method that exists when you are working with a news outlet — in this specific case it was AMI, National Enquirer, David Pecker, Dylan Howard, and others — where they would contact me or Mr. Trump or someone and state that there’s a story that’s percolating out there that you may be interested in. And then what you do is you contact that individual and you purchase the rights to that story from them.”); see also Michael Cohen, DISLOYA
	31 

	32 
	Ronan Farrow, CATCH AND KILL: LIES, SPIES, AND A CONSPIRACY TO PROTECT PREDATORS 17 (2019) 
	(“Farrow, Catch and Kill”).  The list reportedly included approximately 60 items and was titled “Donald Trump 
	Killed” in reference to stories about Trump that had been “killed.”  See Politics & Prose Interview by Sunny Hostin 
	with Ronan Farrow in Washington, D.C. 
	(Oct. 21, 2019), https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FaTi090FVAA 

	(available in VBM) (45:38-47:39). 
	Farrow, Catch and Kill at 17. 
	33 

	Farrow, Catch and Kill at 16-17; see also Daniel Lippman, Ronan Farrow: National Enquirer Shredded Secret Trump Documents, POLITICO (Oct.national-enquirer-shredded-trump-documents-046711; House Oversight Testimony at 128, 160 (Cohen confirming that he asked Pecker for the “treasure trove” of stories purchased by Pecker). 
	34 
	 14, 2019), https://www.politico.com/news/2019/10/14/ronan-farrow
	-
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	1 B. AMI Payment to Karen McDougal 
	2 1. 3 On June 15, 2016, Keith Davidson, an attorney representing former Playboy model Karen 4 McDougal, reportedly contacted Howard about the potential sale of the rights to McDougal’s 5 Pecker and Howard then 6 informed Cohen about the McDougal story and AMI began negotiations to obtain the rights to 7 her story “[a]t Cohen’s urging and subject to Cohen’s promise that AMI would be reimbursed.”8 Howard reportedly interviewed McDougal on June 20, 2016, and following the interview, 9 indicated to McDougal th
	AMI’s Agreement with McDougal 
	story about her alleged affair with Trump while he was married.
	35 
	36 

	10   Howard, Pecker, and Cohen reportedly discussed the situation via 11 conference call that day, and the three men agreed that AMI would not make an immediate 12   On June 27, 2016, Cohen purportedly informed Trump about McDougal’s story; Trump 13 reportedly then telephoned Pecker and asked him to make the McDougal story go away.
	of the relationship.
	37
	offer.
	38
	39 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4; The Fixers at 164; WSJ Nov. 9 Article.  In March 2018, after filing a lawsuit against AMI challenging her contract, McDougal stated in a CNN interview that her relationship with Trump began in June 2006 and ended in 2007, while Trump was married to his current wife, Melania Trump. Jim Rutenberg, Ex-Playboy Model Karen McDougal Details 10-Month Affair with Donald Trump, N.Y. TIMES (Mar. Mar. 22 Article”) (cited by MUR 7366 Compl. at 3). 
	35 
	22, 2018), https://www nytimes.com/2018/03/22/us/politics/karen-mcdougal-interview html (“NY Times 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4; MUR 7332 Compl. at 3-4; MUR 7366 Compl. at 4-5. 
	36 

	The Fixers at 164-65; AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4; MUR 7366 Compl. at 5; compare McDougal New Yorker Article (stating that Howard initially valued McDougal’s story at $10,000), with The Fixers at 164-65 (stating that Howard initially valued McDougal’s story at $15,000). 
	37 

	The Fixers at 165; see WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	38 

	The Fixers at 166; Cohen Book at 285 (stating that Trump “immediately called Pecker”); see WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	39 
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	1 McDougal, under the impression that AMI was not interested in purchasing her story, began 
	2 discussions with another media entity, ABC, in an effort to “get in front of the story.”
	40 

	3 In July 2016, 
	On July 19, 2016, Trump became the Republican presidential nominee.
	41 

	4 Davidson reportedly informed Howard that he was fielding an offer from ABC but that 
	5   Howard and Pecker 
	McDougal wanted to receive a payment and assistance with her career.
	42

	6 updated Cohen, who in turn reportedly informed Trump of the situation, and they decided to 
	7   Howard and Davidson reportedly then negotiated a 
	move forward with an offer to McDougal.
	43

	8 
	contract between AMI and McDougal.
	44 

	McDougal Interview with Anderson Cooper, CNN (Mar./interview-ac.cnn) (“CNN McDougal Interview”) (“[AMI] had a 12-hour window to accept whether they wanted the story or not.  They didn’t want the story . . . . I still have to get in front of the story because it’s still getting put out there.  So, we went to ABC.  They were very interested in the story.”); see McDougal New Yorker Article (indicating that AMI had “little interest” in McDougal’s story); McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 12-13 (indicating that McDougal was
	40 
	 22, 2018), http://edition.cnn.com/TRANSCRIPTS 
	1803/22/acd.02 html (video available at https://www.cnn.com/videos/us/2018/03/23/karen-mcdougal-full
	-


	The Fixers at 166; Alexander Burns and Jonathan Martin, Donald Trump Claims Nomination, with Discord Clear but Family Cheering, N.Y. TIMES trump-rnc html. 
	41 
	(July 19, 2016), https://www.nytimes.com/2016/07/20/us/politics/donald
	-


	The Fixers at 166-68; see WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	42 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4 (stating that “AMI communicated to Cohen that it would acquire the story to prevent its publication”); The Fixers at 168; see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article; McDougal New Yorker Article; MUR 7366 Compl. at 5 (citing McDougal Complaint). 
	43 

	The Fixers at 168-69; see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article; McDougal New Yorker Article; McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 14, 42, 46-47 (stating that AMI showed renewed interest in purchasing the rights to McDougal’s story after she shared with Davidson her concerns about publicly telling her story). 
	44 
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	1 AMI and McDougal entered into a contract on August 6, 2016,whereby AMI 2 purchased the “Limited Life Story Rights” to the story of McDougal’s relationship with “any 3 then-married man” — In addition, 4 McDougal agreed to be featured on two AMI-owned magazine covers and work with a 5 ghostwriter to author monthly columns for AMI publications; however, AMI was not obligated 6   Davidson allegedly told McDougal that AMI would purchase her story 7 On 8 August 10, 2016, AMI sent a $150,000 payment to Davidson 
	45 
	Trump — in exchange for the payment of $150,000.
	46 
	to publish her columns.
	47
	with the purpose of not publishing it because of Pecker’s friendship with Trump.
	48 
	story.
	49 

	10 the columns that McDougal agreed to have published in her name.
	50 

	The contract was allegedly sent to McDougal on August 5, 2016, and she signed the contract the next morning.  McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 48-55.  Davidson reportedly sent the signed contract to Howard and AMI’s in-house counsel, Cameron Stracher.  The Fixers at 168-69 (noting that Davidson informed ABC that McDougal would not proceed with the network and stating that Davidson notified Cohen of the signed contract). 
	45 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard, Ex. A; id., Ex. B (amending McDougal’s agreement with AMI so that she could “respond to legitimate press inquiries regarding the facts of her alleged relationship with Donald Trump”); McDougal New Yorker Article; MUR 7324 Compl. at 8 (quoting McDougal New Yorker Article); MUR 7332 Compl. at 4 (citing WSJ 2016 Article).  On March 22, 2018, McDougal was interviewed by CNN and discussed her relationship with Trump at length, as well as how it led to her negotiati
	46 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard, Ex. A at 1; see MUR 7332 Compl. at 3 (citing McDougal New Yorker Article); see also MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 6 (citing McDougal Complaint ¶ 59). 
	47 

	MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 5 (citing McDougal Complaint ¶ 47); MUR 7366 Compl. at 5 (same). 
	48 

	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5; see also Cohen Book at 286 (alleging that Pecker asked a former employee named Daniel Rotstein to use his Florida consulting company as a pass-through for AMI’s payment to Davidson). 
	49 

	McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 57-60.  However, it does appear that AMI ultimately published several columns under McDougal’s name.  MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 8 (“To date, AMI’s publications have published approximately twenty-five (25) columns and articles either bylined or featuring Ms. McDougal across its publications, and AMI has requested additional columns from her.”). 
	50 

	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 (Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al.) First General Counsel’s Report Page 15 of 70 
	1 AMI acknowledges in the DOJ Non-Prosecution Agreement that the payment of 2 $150,000 was substantially more than AMI would normally have agreed to pay because it relied 3   Further, AMI acknowledges that 4 its “principal purpose in entering into the agreement was to suppress the model’s story so as to 5 prevent it from influencing the election” and that “[a]t no time during the negotiation for or 6 acquisition of [McDougal’s] story did AMI intend to publish the story or disseminate 7 information about it 
	upon Cohen’s commitment that AMI would be reimbursed.
	51
	52 

	10 request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful.”
	53 

	11 2. 12 During the negotiations concerning McDougal’s story, AMI and McDougal’s lawyer, 13 Davidson, reportedly kept Cohen informed as to the status of the discussions; Cohen in turn 14 updated AMI reportedly notified Cohen on multiple occasions:  upon the initial 
	Role of Cohen, Trump, and the Trump Committee 
	Trump.
	54 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5 (“AMI agreed to pay the model $150,000 — substantially more money than AMI otherwise would have paid to acquire the story — because of Cohen’s assurances to Pecker that AMI would ultimately be reimbursed for the payment.”). 
	51 

	See id. 
	52 

	Id., Ex. A ¶ 8; cf. The Fixers at 169 (noting that Pecker consulted with a campaign finance “expert” before signing off on the McDougal transaction and “believe[ed] the contract with McDougal was legally sound” because AMI agreed to pay her for future work in addition to purchasing her story rights); WSJ Nov. 9 Article (“Mr. Pecker researched campaign-finance laws before entering into the McDougal deal . . . . After speaking with an election-law specialist, Mr. Pecker concluded the company’s payment to Ms. 
	53 

	The Fixers at 166, 168-69; WSJ Nov. 9 Article; cf. House Oversight Testimony at 29-30 (Question: “Mr. Cohen, in your 10 years of working for Donald Trump[,] did he control everything that went on in the Trump Organization?  And did you have to get his permission in advance and report back after every meeting of any importance.”  Answer:  “Yes. There was nothing that happened at The Trump Organization . . . that did not go through Mr. Trump with his approval and sign-off, as in the case of the payments.”). 
	54 
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	1 outreach from Davidson, after its interview with McDougal, when Davidson warned Howard that 2 ABC was interested in McDougal’s story, and when AMI was in the process of finalizing the 3   Shortly after McDougal signed the agreement with AMI, 4 Davidson reportedly contacted Cohen and informed him that the McDougal transaction had been 5   Cohen testified that he worked with AMI to keep McDougal’s story from 6 becoming public and that AMI’s payment to McDougal “was done at the direction of Mr. Trump 7 and i
	agreement with McDougal.
	55
	completed.
	56
	57

	10 AMI.
	58 

	11 In late August and September 2016, Cohen requested to Pecker that AMI assign Cohen 
	12 the “limited life rights portion” of AMI’s agreement with McDougal, which “included the 
	The Fixers at 164-166, 168-69 (“Cohen soon learned of the ABC talks from the American Media executives and alerted Trump.  They decided now was the time to buy.”); see also Cohen Book at 284-89 (describing Cohen and Trump’s involvement with AMI’s payment to McDougal and stating “[w]hen I heard about the ABC initiative, I knew it was time to act”). 
	55 

	MUR 7324 Compl. at 10 (quoting NYT Feb. 18 Article); The Fixers at 169 (noting that, when Davidson advised Cohen that the contract was fully executed, Cohen already knew and Trump knew too and was “grateful”). Cohen reportedly denied recalling these communications with Davidson when contacted by New York Times reporters prior to his plea agreement. See NYT Feb. 18 Article. 
	56 

	U.S. House of Representatives Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, Executive Session, Michael IG00-20190520-SD002.pdf (“House Intelligence Deposition”); see Cohen Plea Hearing at 23 (“[O]n or about the summer of 2016, in coordination with, and at the direction of, a candidate for federal office, I and the CEO of a media company at the request of the candidate worked together to keep an individual with information that would be harmful to the candidate and to the campaign from publicly disclosing this
	57 
	Cohen Dep. at 117, 119 (Feb. 28, 2019), https://docs.house.gov/meetings/IG/IG00/20190520/109549/HMTG-116
	-


	McDougal Complaint ¶ 20. 
	58 
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	1 requirement that the model not otherwise disclose her story.”  Trump and Cohen reportedly 
	59

	2 also wanted Pecker to turn over AMI’s Trump-related materials because of the concern that 
	3 Pecker might leave AMI.  Pecker agreed to assign the life rights to an entity Cohen created for 
	60

	4   The assignment agreement was drawn up, and on September 30, 2016, 
	a payment of $125,000.
	61

	5 Pecker signed the agreement, which transferred the limited life rights to McDougal’s story to an 
	6 
	entity set up by Cohen.
	62 

	7 In a tape recording made by Cohen during a September 2016 meeting with Trump, 
	8 Trump and Cohen appear to discuss the circumstances surrounding the assignment agreement 
	9 between AMI and Cohen and how Trump would buy the rights to McDougal’s story from 
	10 AMI.In an interview that aired on the evening the tape recording was made public, Rudy 
	63 

	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6. 
	59 

	The Fixers at 169 (“Cohen was pushing American Media to turn over all its archival material on Trump, in case Pecker left the company. Cohen and Trump didn’t want a new chief executive with no loyalty to Trump to have control over it.”); WSJ Nov. 9 Article (“Concerned Mr. Pecker might leave American Media, Mr. Cohen wanted to buy other materials the company had gathered on Mr. Trump over the years, including source files and tips. In a meeting at the Trump Organization offices in early September, Mr. Cohen 
	60 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; The Fixers at 169-71 (identifying the Cohen-created entity as Resolution Consultants, LLC, and explaining that the $25,000 difference between the amount paid to McDougal and the amount to be paid for the assignment accounted for McDougal’s future AMI work); see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article.  Because AMI purchased the rights to feature McDougal on two magazine covers and publish columns attributed to her, “Cohen and Pecker said that Trump would be liable for only a hundre
	61 
	(Apr. 29, 2019), https://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2019/05/06/michael-cohens-last-days-of-freedom 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; see SDNY Cohen Sentencing Memorandum at 12. 
	62 

	Chris Cuomo, Kara Scannell & Eli Watkins, CNN Obtains Secret Trump-Cohen Tape, CNN (July 25, video containing Trump/Cohen audio recording available in VBM) (“CNN Article”) (cited by MUR 7332 Second Amend. Compl. at 3); see also Cohen Book at 287 (“I decided I needed to record a conversation with Trump about the payment for two reasons. First, to show Pecker that I was asking Trump to repay the obligation, and second, to have a record of his participation if the conspiracy ever came out. . . .  I could sense
	63 
	2018), https://www.cnn.com/2018/07/24/politics/michael-cohen-donald-trump-tape/index.html (accompanying CNN 
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	1 Giuliani, counsel for Trump, acknowledged that the tape recording reflects a conversation 
	2 between Trump and Cohen about “how they’re going to buy the rights” to McDougal’s story 
	3 from AMI but argued that there is “[n]o indication of any crime being committed on this tape.”
	64 

	4 At one point in the recording, Cohen says, in an apparent reference to the entity he would later 
	5 create for the purchase, “I need to open up a company for the transfer of all of that info regarding 
	6   According to Cohen, Trump 
	our friend, David,” which is reportedly a reference to Pecker.
	65

	7 asks “So what do we got to pay for this?  One-fifty?”Later, Trump asks “What financing?” 
	66 

	8 and Cohen tells Trump, “We’ll have to pay.”Cohen also states:  “I’ve spoken with [Trump 
	67 

	Investigation (“FBI”) when it raided Cohen’s office. See Matt Apuzzo, Maggie Haberman & Michael S. Schmidt, Michael Cohen Secretly Taped Trump Discussing Payment to Playboy Model, N.Y. TIMES (July 20, 2018), Amend. Compl. at 3). The recording was one of twelve audio recordings seized by the FBI during its raids of Cohen’s homes and office later released to DOJ. See MUR 7332 Second Amend. Compl., 3-4, Ex. 1 (showing that, on July 23, 2018, the Special Master who reviewed legal privilege claims in connection 
	https://www.nytimes.com/2018/07/20/us/politics/michael-cohen-trump-tape.html (cited by MUR 7332 Second 

	See The Ingraham Angle, Giuliani Responds to Release of Secret Trump-Cohen Recording, FOX NEWS CHANNEL trump-cohen-recording (video available in VBM) (introducing Giuliani as “personal attorney for President Trump”); CNN Article (citing same). 
	64 
	3:05-3:10 (July 24, 2018), https://www foxnews.com/transcript/giuliani-responds-to-release-of-secret
	-


	See CNN Article; Cohen Book at 287 (“That was how we talked:  euphemistically, circling a subject carefully, choosing words that might allow for some ambiguity.”). On September 30, 2016, Cohen registered Resolution Consultants LLC in Delaware; he dissolved it on October 17, 2016, the day he registered another entity, Essential Consultants LLC in Delaware. See Warrant Aff. ¶ 35.b, c; Cohen Book at 288. 
	65 

	Cohen Book at 287 (recalling “I told Trump that the amount we’re paying should include all the ‘stuff’ that Pecker had on him.  By ‘stuff’ I meant any and all other salacious Trump stories we believed he possessed” and indicating that Trump responded “Yeah, I was thinking about that. . . .  Maybe he gets hit by a truck.”); see CNN Article. 
	66 

	See CNN Article. Trump then says “pay with cash,” but it is unclear whether he is instructing Cohen to pay with cash. See id. Cohen then says “no, no,” however the context is unclear. See id. During the CNN segment addressed in the CNN article, it is reported that Trump’s team argued that Trump said “don’t pay with cash . . . check.”  Cuomo Prime Time (CNN television broadcast July 24, 2018) (video available in VBM). 
	67 
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	1 Organization Chief Financial Officer] Allen Weisselberg about how to set the whole thing up 
	2 with funding.”
	68 

	3 According to Cohen, Trump was supposed to make the payment to AMI but “elected not 
	4 to pay it.”In October 2016, after Cohen signed the assignment agreement but before Pecker 
	69 

	5 was paid the $125,000, Pecker notified Cohen that he was cancelling the agreement and 
	6 AMI never received any 
	requested that Cohen tear up the agreement signed by Pecker.
	70 

	7 reimbursement or payment from Cohen, Trump, or anyone else for its payment to McDougal; 
	8 
	however, Trump reportedly thanked Pecker for purchasing McDougal’s story.
	71 

	9 Even after discussions about the assignment agreement ended, Cohen and AMI continued 
	10 to discuss how to deal with the McDougal story, exchanging multiple calls and texts on 
	11 November 4, 2016, when AMI’s payment to McDougal was reported in The Wall Street 
	CNN Article.  In speaking with CNN, Alan Futerfas, a Trump Organization lawyer, rejected the notion that the reference to “cash” in the tape recording “refers to green currency” because Trump and the Trump Organization would not in the ordinary course make such a payment using actual cash. Id. Similarly, Giuliani denied that Trump would “set[] up a corporation and then us[e] cash.”  Id. CNN further reported that Futerfas would not speculate as to whether the payment referenced in the conversation would have
	68 

	House Oversight Testimony at 100 (noting that “Pecker was very angry because there was also other moneys that David had expended on [Trump’s] behalf” for which Pecker also was not reimbursed); see also 2019 New Yorker Article (“According to Cohen, McDougal’s appearance on the cover of one of [AMI’s] magazines, Muscle & Fitness Hers, led to a sizable increase in sales, and Trump decided that A.M.I. had received its money’s worth in the deal” because, as Cohen said, “‘[i]t sold over two hundred and fifty thou
	69 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; The Fixers at 170-71 (reporting that Pecker asked Cohen to tear up the assignment agreement after Pecker consulted with Stracher, AMI’s in-house counsel); WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	70 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; The Fixers at 198, 314 (stating that Trump thanked Pecker in January 2017 at Trump Tower and that Pecker told DOJ that Trump thanked him); see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	71 
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	1 .These communications between Cohen, Pecker, and Howard were focused on 2 strategizing about how to handle McDougal, providing comments to The Wall Street Journal in 3 connection with the story, and discussing the implications of the article, which appeared four 4   Cohen allegedly noted to Howard that an unnamed individual, 5 believed to be Trump, was “pissed” about the publication of the story, and Howard told Cohen 6 that AMI’s payment to McDougal “looks suspicious at best.”7 In addition to Cohen’s all
	Journal
	72 
	days before the election.
	73
	74 
	75 

	10 11 Despite Cohen and Trump’s knowledge of the AMI payments, the campaign, through 12 Trump Committee spokeswoman Hope Hicks, publicly denied any knowledge of the payments 
	November 4th, and Pecker allegedly spoke to Trump on the telephone the following morning.
	76 

	Warrant Affidavit ¶ 40. This sworn affidavit was provided by an FBI Special Agent in support of a search warrant that was executed on April 9, 2018, for Cohen’s apartment, law office, and a hotel suite where he and his family had been staying while renovating their apartment. 
	72 

	See Warrant Affidavit ¶ 40.a-e (recounting Howard’s text message to Cohen that stated, “Let’s let the dust settle.  We don’t want to push her over the edge.  She’s on side at present and we have a solid position and a plausible position that she is rightfully employed as a columnist”). As the story was breaking, Cohen and Howard discussed McDougal’s reluctance to provide a statement to Davidson and strategized about how best to handle McDougal; Cohen also allegedly forwarded Howard an image of an email from
	73 

	Id. ¶ 40.c (stating the FBI agent’s belief that “Cohen was referring to Trump when he stated ‘he’s pissed.’” and recounting that Cohen asked Howard “how the Wall Street Journal could publish its article if ‘everyone denies,’” with Howard responding, “‘Because there is the payment from AMI.  It looks suspicious at best’”). 
	74 

	Id. ¶ 40.d (Cohen texted Pecker late that evening: “The boss just tried calling you. Are you free?” and then texted Howard: “Is there a way to find David quickly?”). 
	75 

	Id. ¶ 40.e. 
	76 
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	1 and asserted that McDougal’s story about a relationship with Trump was “‘totally untrue.’”2 AMI asserted to The Wall Street Journal that “it wasn’t buying Ms. McDougal’s story for 3 $150,000, but rather two years’ worth of her fitness columns and magazine covers as well as 4 exclusive life rights to any relationship she has had with a then-married man” and said that it 5 “‘has not paid people to kill damaging stories about Mr. Trump.’”6 After the November 4, 2016, article in The Wall Street Journal was pu
	77 
	78 
	79

	10 services” of two public relations professionals for a total of six months to provide public 11 relations and reputation management services and coordinate responses to the press with AMI.12 However, for more than a year after that, AMI instructed McDougal to say nothing about her 13 alleged relationship with Trump and ghostwrote email responses for McDougal to send to 
	80 

	WSJ 2016 Article; see The Fixers at 194 (reporting that Trump dictated Hicks’s response to The Wall Street Journal); WSJ Nov. 9 Article.  Additionally, Hicks reportedly told DOJ officials that Pecker informed her of the substance of his response before he sent it to the Journal. The Fixers at 314. 
	77 

	WSJ 2016 Article.  In a June 2017 article, however, Pecker admitted to The New Yorker that AMI’s payment to McDougal contained elements relating to his personal friendship with Trump and was predicated on her not “bashing Trump and American Media.”  Jeffrey Toobin, The National Enquirer’s Fervor for Trump, THE NEW YORKER trump (“2017 New Yorker Article”) (cited by MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 6 and MUR 7332 Compl. at 3). 
	78 
	(June 26, 2017), https://www newyorker.com/magazine/2017/07/03/the-national-enquirers-fervor-for
	-


	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Ex. B (Amendment to Name and Rights License Agreement signed by McDougal on November 29, 2016, and by AMI on December 7, 2016); McDougal Complaint, Ex. B (same). 
	79 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Ex. B; McDougal Complaint, Ex. B. 
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	1 AMI also allegedly provided the reporters with “false and misleading 
	inquiring reporters.
	81 

	2 
	information” and later threatened McDougal with litigation if she told her story to reporters.
	82 

	3 C.  AMI’s Involvement in Payments to Other Individuals 
	4 1. 
	Dino Sajudin 

	5 In November 2015, AMI reportedly entered into an agreement, which was subsequently 
	6 amended in December 2015, with Sajudin, a former doorman at Trump World Tower in New 
	7 York City, in connection with information he claimed to have about an alleged Trump “love 
	8 child.”  Sajudin reportedly “first approached the Enquirer in the early stages of the 2016 
	83

	9 campaign” by calling the publication’s tip line with a rumor he had heard about Trump having 
	10 fathered an illegitimate child in the late 1980s with a former employee of the Trump 
	11   According to press reports, Sajudin initially signed a standard “boilerplate 
	Organization.
	84

	12 contract” with the Enquirer, agreeing to be an anonymous source who would be “paid upon 
	McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 19, 66-73. 
	81 

	McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 19, 21, 74, 84-87; MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 7 (citing McDougal Complaint ¶ 84).  On March 20, 2018, McDougal filed a Complaint for Declaratory Relief that asked the court to declare her contract with AMI void because the contract was allegedly fraudulent and illegal.  McDougal Complaint ¶ 5.  In April 2018, AMI and McDougal reached a settlement agreement ending her lawsuit against the company and executed a new agreement, in which McDougal received the life rights to her story b
	82 
	18, 2018), https://www.nytimes.com/2018/04/18/us/politics/karen-mcdougal-american-media
	-


	Sajudin AP Article; The Fixers at 146.  CNN published Sajudin’s original agreement with AMI and its subsequent amendment.  Source Agreement and Amendment, CNN (Aug. images/08/24/sajudin.ami.pdf (available in VBM) (“Sajudin Agreement”). 
	83 
	24, 2018), https://cdn.cnn.com/cnn/2018/ 

	Prez Love Child Shocker! Ex-Trump Worker Peddling Rumor Donald Has Illegitimate Child, RADAR ONLINE (Apr.(“Radar Online Article”) (cited by MURs 7364/7366 AMI Resp. at 7, 10); Sajudin AP Article (“After initially calling the Enquirer’s tip line, Sajudin signed a boilerplate contract with the Enquirer, agreeing to be an anonymous source and be paid upon publication.”). 
	84 
	 11, 2018), https://radaronline.com/exclusives/2018/04/donald-trump-love-child-rumor-scandal/ 
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	1 publication.”  Reportedly, after Sajudin entered into an agreement to serve as a source, the 2 Enquirer initially investigated the story, dispatching reporters and sending “a polygraph expert to 3 administer a lie detection test to Sajudin in a hotel near his Pennsylvania home.”  According to 4 press reports, although the Enquirer initially avoided reaching out to Trump Organization 5 employees, after the Trump Organization learned of the investigation when a reporter contacted 6 Trump’s assistant, Rhona 
	85
	86
	87
	how he learned of the rumor.
	88 
	89 

	10 On December 17, 2015, AMI reportedly agreed to make an “up front” $30,000 payment 11 That 12 agreement stated that Sajudin would be subject to a $1 million penalty “if he shopped around his 13 information.”Immediately after Sajudin signed the agreement, the Enquirer reportedly 
	to Sajudin to prevent him from discussing the rumor about Trump fathering a child.
	90 
	91 

	Sajudin AP Article; see also Radar Online Article; The Fixers at 146. 
	85 

	Sajudin AP Article; see also The Fixers at 146-47 (noting that the investigators refrained from contacting Trump Organization employees). The Fixers at 147-48. Radar Online Article. The Fixers at 148. MURs 7364/7366 AMI Resp. at 8; MUR 7364 Compl. at 4, 7 (citing Sajudin AP Article); Ronan Farrow, 
	86 
	87 
	88 
	89 
	90 

	The National Enquirer, A Trump Rumor, and Another Secret Payment to Buy Silence, THE NEW YORKER (Apr. 12, secret-payment-to-buy-silence-dino-sajudin-david-pecker (“Sajudin New Yorker Article”); MUR 7366 Compl. at 2 (citing Sajudin AP Article). 
	2018), https://www newyorker.com/news/news-desk/the-national-enquirer-a-donald-trump-rumor-and-another
	-


	MUR 7364 Compl. at 6 (quoting Sajudin AP Article); Sajudin Agreement. 
	91 
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	1 In the summer of 2017, Howard reportedly claimed that the 2 investigation was terminated on its merits because Sajudin “lacked any credibility,” however, 3 four longtime Enquirer staffers reportedly challenged this interpretation, claiming that they 4 “were ordered by top editors to stop pursuing the story before completing potentially promising 5 reporting threads” and further claimed that the “publication didn’t pursue standard Enquirer 6 reporting practices.”7 Reportedly, current and former AMI employe
	stopped investigating the story.
	92 
	93
	94 

	10 publish an article, reportedly stating “AMI doesn’t go around cutting checks for $30,000 and 11 then not using the information.”Similarly, according to The New Yorker, a source stated: “It’s 12 unheard of to give a guy who calls A.M.I.’s tip line big bucks for information he is passing on 13 secondhand.  We didn’t pay thousands of dollars for non-stories, let alone tens of thousands.  It 14 was a highly curious and questionable situation.”Other staffers reportedly concluded that the 
	95 
	96 

	Sajudin AP Article; The Fixers at 148-49. Sajudin AP Article. 
	92 
	93 

	Id. 
	94 

	Id. According to the Associated Press, “AMI threatened legal action over reporters’ efforts to interview current and former employees and hired the New York law firm Boies Schiller Flexner, which challenged the accuracy of the AP’s reporting.”  Id. (noting that RadarOnline, also owned by AMI, “published details of the payment and the rumor that Sajudin was peddling” on the same day that the AP Article was published, stating “that the Enquirer spent four weeks reporting the story but ultimately decided it wa
	95 

	Sajudin New Yorker Article. 
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	1 $1 million penalty to stop the tipster from talking about the tip indicated that the payment was 2 part of a catch and kill.3 Although the Sajudin payment is not addressed in the AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement 4 or Cohen’s plea, the payment to Sajudin was made after the purported August 2015 agreement 5 between Pecker, Trump, and Cohen that AMI would catch and kill stories that could reflect 6 Furthermore, press reports suggest that the decision 7 to pay Sajudin, outside AMI’s normal investigation practice
	97 
	negatively on Trump during the campaign.
	98 
	high level AMI official directing that payment.
	99

	10 but said that “he was acting as a Trump spokesman when he did so and denied knowing anything 11 beforehand about the Enquirer payment to the ex-doorman.”AMI reportedly released Sajudin 12 from the contract at some point after the 2016 presidential election.
	100 
	101 

	13 2. 14 As discussed above, Cohen paid $130,000 to Stephanie Clifford, a well-known adult-film 15 actress and director who used the professional name Stormy Daniels, to prevent the publication 
	Stephanie Clifford 

	Sajudin AP Article; see also The Fixers at 148 (noting that the $1 million penalty, while likely unenforceable in court, ensured that a source “wouldn’t take the tabloid’s money and disappear or blab to another publication.  It was meant to scare them.”). 
	97 

	See WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	98 

	Sajudin New Yorker Article; see also The Fixers at 148 (claiming that “[t]he reporters suspected interference from Pecker”). 
	99 

	Sajudin AP Article (noting that the “parent” of the Enquirer made the payment to Sajudin). According to Cohen, after AMI made the payment to McDougal, “Pecker was very angry because there was also other moneys that David [Pecker] had expended on [Trump’s] behalf,” and Trump declined to reimburse AMI for the other funds as well.  House Oversight Testimony at 100. 
	100 

	See, e.g. Sajudin AP Article. 
	101 
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	1 of her story concerning her 2006 alleged relationship with Trump.  Shortly after The Washington 2 Post published a video recording of Trump appearing on the television show Access Hollywood 3 in 2005, in which Trump “bragged in vulgar terms about kissing, groping and trying to have sex 4 with women,” Davidson, the same attorney who had represented McDougal in her 5 negotiations with AMI, reportedly contacted Howard at AMI and offered to confirm Clifford’s 6 story on the record.AMI, reportedly because it h
	102
	103 
	104 
	105 

	10 The Complaints in MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366 allege that there is reason to believe that, 11 by paying McDougal $150,000, AMI made and the Trump Committee accepted a prohibited 12 corporate contribution because the payment was not included within the scope of the press 13 exemption and was an expenditure made for the purpose of influencing the 2016 presidential 14 election that was coordinated with Cohen, an agent of Trump.All three Complaints also 
	106 

	David A. Fahrenthold, Trump Recorded Having Extremely Lewd Conversation About Women in 2005, THE WASHINGTON POST lewd-conversation-about-women-in-2005/2016/10/07/3b9ce776-8cb4-11e6-bf8a-3d26847eeed4_story html (“Fahrenthold Article”); see Warrant Affidavit ¶ 32. 
	102 
	(Oct. 7, 2016), https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/trump-recorded-having-extremely
	-


	Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345 (“[Stormy] Daniels’s lawyer, Keith Davidson . . . had called Dylan Howard about the story first.  Howard told Davidson that AMI was passing on the Daniels matter . . . [b]ut Howard directed Davidson to Michael Cohen, who established a shell company to pay Daniels $130,000 in exchange for her silence.”); see also SDNY Information ¶ 32. 
	103 

	See Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345. 
	104 

	See First Gen. Counsel’s Rpt., MURs 7313, 7319 and 7379 (Michael D. Cohen) (open matter) (discussing, inter alia, alleged violations of the Act in connection with Cohen’s payment to Clifford). 
	105 

	MUR 7324 Compl. at 14-15; MUR 7332 Compl. at 8; MUR 7366 Compl. at 7-9; see also MUR 7637 Compl. at 1 (merged in relevant part into MUR 7324). 
	106 
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	1 allege that the Trump Committee failed to report receipt of the in-kind contribution and failed to 2 report the making of an expenditure.  The MUR 7332 Complaint further alleges that AMI’s 3 payment to McDougal was an excessive contribution to the Trump Committee.4 The Complaints in MURs 7364 and 7366 allege that by paying Sajudin $30,000, AMI 5 made, and the Trump Committee accepted, a prohibited corporate contribution in the form of a 6 coordinated expenditure.  The Complaints in MURs 7364 and 7366 furt
	107
	108 
	109
	110 

	10 subsequent public admissions and clarifications made in connection with their respective non11 prosecution agreements, plea agreements, and congressional testimony.  Cohen filed a 12 Response to three of the Complaints in June 2018, before his 2019 congressional testimony, 13 stating only that the Complaints in MURs 7324, 7364, and 7366 are speculative and “not 14 supported by the facts or the law” because “the alleged business transactions and any publishing 
	-
	111

	MUR 7324 Compl. at 15-17; MUR 7332 Compl. at 7-8; MUR 7366 at 10. 
	107 

	MUR 7332 Compl. at 8.  In addition, the MUR 7366 Complaint alleges that Trump, the Trump Committee, Cohen, AMI, Pecker, and former Trump Committee treasurer Timothy Jost engaged in a conspiracy to violate 52 U.S.C. §§ 30104, 30118, and 30125(e).  MUR 7366 Compl. at 10-12. The Complaint’s conspiracy allegations are not within the Commission’s jurisdiction. 
	108 

	MUR 7364 Compl. at 11-12; MUR 7366 Compl. at 9. 
	109 

	MUR 7364 Compl. at 12-13; MUR 7366 Compl. at 10. 
	110 

	The two Responses filed after the Non-Prosecution Agreement, plea agreements, and congressional testimony were in response to the Complaint in MUR 7637, which has been merged in relevant part into MUR 7324. See supra note 1. AMI’s Response in MUR 7637 asserted that, “The record establishes that [AMI] purchased a story right from Karen McDougal and employed her to perform modeling and related journalistic services, which she performed.”  MUR 7637 AMI Resp. at 1.  AMI’s MUR 7637 Response does not reference it
	111 
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	1 decisions” “were not subject” to the Act.  Cohen did not submit a response in connection with 2 MURs 7332 and 7637.  Generally, AMI’s Responses to the Complaints in these matters assert 3 that the payment to McDougal was exempt from regulation under the press exemption.4 Alternatively, AMI argues that the payment to McDougal “was compensation for bona fide 5 content for AMI’s publications, to license her name and image, and for a limited life story right, 6 not ‘for the purpose of influencing an election.
	112
	113 
	114
	115

	10 Trump Committee.11 In its Responses to the Complaints in MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366, the Trump 12 Committee argues that the “private transaction” between AMI and McDougal was “a media 13 entity’s editorial and business decision not to publish information it received from a private 14 arm’s-length, bargained-for exchange between two represented parties neither involving nor 
	116 

	MURs 7324/7364/7366 Cohen Resp. at 1. 
	112 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 1-2, nn.1-2 (noting that Pecker and Howard chose not to file separate responses and that AMI’s Response addresses their potential liability as officers of AMI); MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. at 3-4.  In defending its payment to McDougal, AMI quotes an article in The New Yorker that states that the Enquirer has “‘paid for interviews and photographs’” since its inception and that “‘the tabloid has paid anywhere from a few hundred dollars to six figures for scoops.’”  MURs 7324/7332 AMI 
	113 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 2; see also MUR 7637 AMI Resp. at 1 (asserting that it employed McDougal’s performance of “journalistic services”). 
	114 

	MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. at 5-7.  AMI also contends that as of April 13, 2018, AMI had published 25 columns involving McDougal and had requested additional columns.  MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 8.  McDougal also appeared on a 2017 cover of AMI magazine Muscle and Fitness Hers, which, according to AMI, was the highest selling issue of the magazine for that year. Id. 
	115 

	MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. at 7-9; MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 31-32. 
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	1 having any connection to the [Trump] Committee.”The Trump Committee further asserts that 2 the payment to McDougal could not be a contribution or expenditure because it was not for the 3 purpose of influencing a federal election because the record did not include information 4 establishing a nexus between the Trump Committee and AMI’s payment to McDougal.The 5 Trump Committee also asserts that AMI reportedly contacted Cohen only to “corroborate” 6 McDougal’s story “and proved unable to do so.”7 Similarly,
	117 
	118 
	119 
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	10 Trump and determined that, although Sajudin may have heard rumors regarding his allegation 11 that Trump had fathered a child with a former employee, “AMI could not confirm the veracity of 12 the underlying allegation” and ultimately determined that Sajudin’s story regarding Trump was 13 untrue.  AMI further contends that the Sajudin payment was not for the purpose of influencing 14 a federal election and that the MUR 7364 Complaint is based on speculation.  The Trump 15 Committee asserts that no nexus e
	121
	122

	MURs 7324/7332 Trump Committee Resp. at 1; see also MUR 7366 Trump Committee Resp.; MUR 7637 Trump Committee Resp. at 1 (referencing response in MURs 7324/7332). MURs 7324/7332 Trump Committee Resp. at 2; see MUR 7366 Trump Committee Resp. at 2. 
	117 
	118 

	MURs 7324/7332 Trump Committee Resp. at 3. MURs 7364/7366 AMI Resp. at 1-2. The Trump Committee filed a Response in connection with MUR 7366 but did not specifically address the allegations regarding AMI’s payment to Sajudin.  MUR 7366 Trump Committee Resp. at 1-2.  The Trump Committee did not file a response for MUR 7364. 
	119 
	120 

	MURs 7364/7366 AMI Resp. at 2, 9. MURs 7364/7366 AMI Resp. at 2-3. 
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	1 between AMI and Sajudin and cites to articles concerning other press outlets’ decisions to not 
	2 publish Sajudin’s story.
	123 

	3 Trump did not file a response to any of the Complaints in this matter.  Nonetheless, both 
	4 Trump and Giuliani, as counsel for Trump, have addressed publicly on Twitter the allegations 
	5 regarding the payment to McDougal, arguing that the payment did not violate the law.  For 
	6 example, soon after Cohen’s guilty plea, Trump and Giuliani both alleged that the payments to 
	7 McDougal and Clifford were not unlawful.  Trump and Giuliani also tweeted about the 
	124

	8 payments in December 2018, around the time of Cohen’s sentencing, again tweeting that the 
	MUR 7364 Trump Committee Resp. at 2-3; MUR 7366 Trump Committee Resp. at 2; see also Radar Online Article (claiming that “Many organizations have since tried [to verify and publish Sajudin’s claims]. . . including The Wall Street Journal, The New York Times, and The Associated Press.”). 
	123 

	Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), TWITTER (Aug.realDonaldTrump/status/1032260490439864320 (“Michael Cohen plead [sic] guilty to two counts of campaign finance violations that are not a crime.”); Rudy Giuliani (@RudyGiuliani), TWITTER (Aug. 23, 2018, 4:11 AM), , (Aug.RudyGiuliani/status/1032565618204004353 (stating that the “payments, as determined by the Edwards FEC ruling, are NOT ILLEGAL” and directing followers to an opinion piece in The Hill by Mark Penn, “demonstrating [that] Cohen pled guilty to two
	124 
	 22, 2018, 9:37 AM), https://twitter.com/ 
	https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/status/1032540830794428416
	 23, 2018, 5:50 AM), https://twitter.com/ 
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	1 payments were not violations of the Act.Trump also tweeted that he “never directed Michael 
	125 

	2 Cohen to break the law.”
	126 

	3 III. LEGAL ANALYSIS 
	4 The available information indicates that AMI paid $150,000 to McDougal for the purpose 
	5 of influencing the 2016 presidential election by preventing a potentially damaging story about 
	6 Trump from becoming public before the election.  Based upon the available information, it 
	7 appears that the payment to McDougal was made with Trump’s knowledge, at the urging of and 
	8 with the promise of repayment by Cohen, acting as an agent of Trump, and as part of an 
	9 agreement between Trump and AMI to catch and kill any potentially damaging stories about 
	10 Trump’s relationships with women so that such stories would not become public during the 2016 
	11 campaign. Likewise, the available record indicates that AMI’s payment of $30,000 to Sajudin 
	12 was made as part of this same catch and kill agreement. Although AMI contends that its 
	13 payments to McDougal and Sajudin concern the business and editorial decisions of a press entity 
	14 and thus are not subject to Commission regulation, the available information indicates that 
	Rudy Giuliani (@RudyGiuliani), TWITTER (Dec.status/1071469692882182144 (“The President is not implicated in campaign finance violations because based on com/RudyGiuliani/status/1071795258177019905 (“No collusion, no obstruction now [sic] campaign finance but payments to settle lawsuits are not clearly a proper campaign contribution or expenditure.  No responsible lawyer would charge a debatable campaign finance violation as a crime . . . .”), (Dec.com/RudyGiuliani/status/1073228301332869120 (sharing link to
	125 
	 8, 2018, 1:20 PM), https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/ 
	Edwards case and others the payments are not campaign contributions.”), (Dec. 9, 2018, 10:54 AM), https://twitter. 
	 13, 2018, 9:49 AM), https://twitter. 

	11:53payments were not a big crime.  I have said consistently that the Daniels and McDougall [sic] payments are not crimes and tweeted a great article yesterday making that point. If it isn’t a witch-hunt why are they pursuing a non-crime.”), (Dec.payments to Daniels and McDougall [sic] do not violate the law.  Congress has spent millions settling sexual harassment claims against members which are not reported as campaign contributions.  Why aren’t those Congressmen under investigation.”); Donald J. Trump (
	 AM), https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/status/1073622122235355136 (“CORRECTION: I didn’t say 
	 19, 2018, 10:04 PM), https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/status/1075587822449500161 (“The 
	https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1073207272069890049 (“Cohen was guilty on 

	Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), TWITTER (Dec.Trump/status/1073205176872435713 (“He was a lawyer and he is supposed to know the law.”). 
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	 13, 2018, 8:17 AM), https://twitter.com/realDonald 
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	1 
	1 
	AMI’s payments to McDougal and Sajudin were not made in connection with AMI’s business or 

	2 
	2 
	editorial functions.  Instead, the available information indicates that AMI’s payments were made 

	3 
	3 
	to benefit Trump’s campaign, were made at Trump’s direction, and, for the reasons explained 

	4 
	4 
	below, were not covered by the press exemption.  Thus, the available information supports the 

	5 
	5 
	conclusion that the AMI’s payments were expenditures coordinated with Trump and thus 

	6 
	6 
	constituted in-kind contributions to Trump and the Trump Committee. 

	7 
	7 
	As such, AMI, Pecker, Howard, Trump, and the Trump Committee appear to have 

	8 
	8 
	violated the Act by making, consenting to the making, and knowingly accepting corporate 

	9 
	9 
	contributions in the form of payments from AMI to McDougal and Sajudin.  Moreover, the 

	10 
	10 
	Trump Committee failed to publicly disclose the resulting contributions, as required under the 

	11 
	11 
	Act.  Finally, as explained below, the record indicates that there is reason to believe that all of 

	12 
	12 
	these violations were knowing and willful. 

	13 
	13 
	A. Press Exemption 

	14 
	14 
	Under the Act, a “contribution” includes “any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit 

	15 
	15 
	of money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election 

	16 
	16 
	for Federal office,”127 and an “expenditure” includes “any purchase, payment, distribution, loan, 

	17 
	17 
	advance, deposit, or gift of money or anything of value, made by any person for the purpose of 

	18 
	18 
	influencing any election for Federal office.”128  Under Commission regulations, the phrase 


	127 
	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A). 
	128 
	52 U.S.C. § 30101(9)(A). 
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	1 “anything of value” includes all in-kind contributions.In-kind contributions include, among 2 other things, coordinated expenditures.3 Under the Act, the definition of “expenditure” does not include “any news story, 4 commentary, or editorial distributed through the facilities of any broadcasting station, newspaper 5 magazine, or other periodical publication, unless such facilities are owned or controlled by any 6 political party, political committee, or candidate.”This exemption is called the “press 7 ex
	129 
	130 
	131 
	132 
	133 

	10 expenditures under the Act.   11 To assess whether the press exemption applies, the Commission uses a two-part test.12 The first inquiry is whether the entity engaging in the activity is a “press entity.”  Second, the 13 Commission determines the scope of the exemption by applying the two-part analysis presented 
	134 
	135

	11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d)(1). 
	129 

	52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(7)(B)(i) (treating as contributions any expenditures made “in cooperation, consultation, or concert, with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate,” the candidate’s authorized committee, or their agents); see 11 C.F.R. § 109.20 (defining “coordination”); see also Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, 46-47 (1976). 
	130 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(9)(B)(i). Commission regulations further provide that neither a “contribution” nor an “expenditure” results from “[a]ny cost incurred in covering or carrying a news story, commentary, or editorial by any broadcasting station (including a cable television operator, programmer or producer), Web site, newspaper, magazine, or other periodical publication, including any Internet, or electronic publication” unless the facility is “owned or controlled by any political party, political committee, 
	131 

	Advisory Op. 2011-11 (Colbert) at 6 (“AO 2011-11”); Advisory Op. 2008-14 (Melothé) at 3 (“AO 200814”). 
	132 
	-

	AO 2011-11 at 6, 8-10 (discussing costs that are within this exemption and also costs that are not). 
	133 

	Advisory Op. 2005-16 (Fired Up!) at 4 (“AO 2005-16”). 
	134 

	135 
	Id. 
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	1 in Reader’s Digest Association v. FEC: (1) whether the entity is owned or controlled by a 2 political party, political committee, or candidate; and (2) whether the entity is acting within its 3 “legitimate press function” in conducting the activity.4 The Commission has long recognized that an entity otherwise eligible for the press 5 exemption “would not lose its eligibility merely because of a lack of objectivity in a news story, 6 commentary, or editorial, even if the news story, commentary, or editoria
	136 
	137 
	138 

	10 exemption covers press activity, not campaign activity by a press entity.”11 Although the Commission considers “legitimate press function” broadly, not all actions 12 taken by press entities are considered legitimate press functions for purposes of the media 13 exemption.  The court in Reader’s Digest Association reasoned that: 14 [T]he statute would seem to exempt only those kinds of distribution that 
	139 
	140

	15 fall broadly within the press entity’s legitimate press function. It would 16 not seem to exempt any dissemination or distribution using the press 
	See Reader’s Digest Ass’n v. FEC, 509 F. Supp. 1210, 1214-15 (S.D.N.Y. 1981); AO 2011-11 at 6-7.  When determining whether the entity was acting within the scope of a legitimate press function at the time of the alleged violation, the Commission considers two factors:  (1) whether the entity’s materials are available to the general public; and (2) whether they are comparable in form to those ordinarily issued by the entity. See Reader’s Digest Ass’n, 509 F. Supp. at 1215; Factual & Legal Analysis at 4, MUR 
	136 

	Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 7206 (Bonneville International Corp.) (quotation marks omitted) (quoting AO 2005-16 at 6); Factual & Legal Analysis at 3, MUR 6579 (ABC News, Inc.). 
	137 

	AO 2011-11 at 8 (quoting AO 2008-14). 
	138 

	139 
	Id. 

	See McConnell v. FEC, 540 U.S. 93, 208 (2003) (commenting that the press exemption “does not afford carte blanche to media companies generally to ignore FECA’s provisions”). 
	140 
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	1 entity’s personnel or equipment, no matter how unrelated to its press 2 function.  If, for example, on Election Day a partisan newspaper hired an 3 army of incognito propaganda distributors to stand on street corners 4 denouncing allegedly illegal acts of a candidate and sent sound trucks 5 through the streets blaring the same denunciations, all in a manner 6 unrelated to the sale of its newspapers, this activity would not come within 7 the press exemption.
	141 

	8 When analyzing a press entity’s activities outside of the distribution of news stories, 
	9 commentary, and editorials through media facilities, a court has found the press exemption 10 applicable when the actions in question pertain to seeking subscribers or promoting the 11 publication.A district court has also observed that the Commission has a limited ability to 12 investigate activities that potentially may be normal press functions but are nevertheless unusual; 13 such activities may be subject to additional scrutiny only to determine if they are, indeed, within 14 the press exemption.15 W
	142 
	143 

	Reader's Digest, 509 F. Supp. at 1214; see also McConnell, 540 U.S. at 208 (noting that the press exemption “does not afford carte blanche to media companies generally to ignore FECA’s provisions”); AO 201111 at 8 (“While the press exemption covers press activity, it does not cover campaign activity, even if the campaign activity is conducted by a press entity”). 
	141 
	-

	FEC v. Phillips Publishing Inc., 517 F. Supp. 1308, 1313 (D.D.C. 1981) (applying the press exemption to a letter soliciting new subscribers). 
	142 

	Phillips at 1313-14. 
	143 
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	1 are produced in the same manner, using the same people, and subject to the same review and 2 distribution as the press entity’s general activities.3 In an Advisory Opinion analyzing the formation of a political committee by television 4 personality and talk show host Stephen Colbert, the Commission concluded that certain activities 5 undertaken by the press entity (Viacom) would be covered by the press exemption but that other 6 activities would not.  Coverage of the political committee created for Colber
	144 

	10 campaign or electioneering functions.”In reaching this conclusion, the Commission 
	145 

	11 explained that to allow Viacom to produce content for the Colbert committee to distribute 
	12 beyond the show under these circumstances “would stretch the boundaries of the press 
	13 exemption far beyond those contemplated by Congress and the Supreme Court.”
	146 

	14 Consistent with this analysis, the Commission has found that a press entity’s sale or 
	15 purchase of airtime would not fall within the press exemption.Similarly, the Commission has 
	147 

	AO 2011-11 at 8 (citing FEC v. Mass. Citizens for Life (“MCFL”), 479 U.S. 238, 251 (1986)). 
	144 

	Id. at 9. 
	145 

	Id. (citing MCFL, 479 U.S. at 251; Reader’s Digest Ass’n, 509 F. Supp. at 1214; McConnell, 540 U.S. at 208). 
	146 

	Factual & Legal Analysis at 8-9, MUR 7073 (Meluskey for U.S. Senate, Inc.) (finding that the press exemption did not cover a candidate’s radio show when the candidate or a business entity affiliated with the candidate paid radio stations to air his radio show); see also Factual & Legal Analysis at 6, MUR 6089 (People with Hart) (finding that a station does not act as a press entity when it sells airtime to another party and cedes editorial control). 
	147 
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	1 explained when analyzing “legitimate press functions” that “the provision of personnel to benefit 2 a political campaign is not a legitimate press function.”3 Here, the available information indicates that the press exemption does not cover AMI’s 4 payments to McDougal or Sajudin.  AMI appears to be a press entity that has produced news 5 stories on a regular basis through a variety of periodical publications, and AMI represents that 6 it is not owned or controlled by a political party, political committe
	148 
	149
	150 

	10 DOJ that its actions were not undertaken in connection with any press function but were rather to 11 benefit Trump, a personal friend of Pecker, and his campaign.Similarly, AMI’s assertion in 12 its Response that it developed renewed interest in McDougal’s story because she had “elevated 13 her profile” by launching her own beauty and fragrance lineis directly refuted by AMI’s 14 subsequent admission in its Non-Prosecution Agreement that its “principal purpose in entering 15 into the agreement was to sup
	151 
	152 

	AO 2008-14 at 6. 
	148 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 1; MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Howard Aff. ¶¶ 5-11. 
	149 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 12; see also id., Howard Aff. ¶ 3. 
	150 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5 (“Despite the cover and article features to the agreement, AMI’s principal purpose in entering into the agreement was to suppress the model’s story so as to prevent it from influencing the election. At no time during the negotiation for or acquisition of the model’s story did AMI intend to publish the story or disseminate information about it publicly.”). Compare MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 20-21 with AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement at 1-3, Ex. A ¶ 3 (stating that “AMI
	151 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 6. 
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	1 election” and that “[a]t no time during the negotiation for or acquisition of [McDougal’s] story 2 did AMI intend to publish the story or disseminate information about it publicly.”As a result, 3 AMI’s editorial judgment is not at issue in these matters, because AMI has already 4 acknowledged that it made or facilitated the payments to McDougal and Clifford for an electoral, 5 as opposed to editorial, purpose.6 In addition to this admission, AMI’s payment to McDougal would not meet the standard 7 set fort
	153 
	154 
	155 

	10 acknowledgement, along with information indicating that AMI valued McDougal’s contributions 11 to its publications at significantly less than the $150,000 it paid to her, strongly indicates that the 12 payment to McDougal is inconsistent with AMI’s regular treatment of other sources, that the 13 payment was not made to secure material to be used in producing and distributing content, and 14 that the payment was not made in the same manner as, or even in connection with, AMI’s 15 general activities as a p
	156

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5. 
	153 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement at 1-3 (stating that “AMI accepts and acknowledges as true the facts” contained in Exhibit A). 
	154 

	Id., Ex. A ¶ 5; see also McDougal New Yorker Article (“In June [2016], when McDougal began attempting to sell the story of her months-long relationship with Trump, which had taken place a decade earlier, Cohen urged Pecker to buy her account and then bury it — a practice, in the argot of tabloids, known as ‘catch and kill.’  Cohen promised Pecker that Trump would reimburse A.M.I. for the cost of McDougal’s silence.”). 
	155 

	See WSJ Nov. 9 Article (reporting that, in Pecker and Cohen’s contemplated agreement to transfer the rights to McDougal’s story to Trump for $125,000, “the magazine covers and fitness columns, the rights to which the publisher would retain” were valued at $25,000). 
	156 
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	1 undertaken for political purposes “would stretch the boundaries of the press exemption far 2 beyond those contemplated by Congress and the Supreme Court.”3 AMI’s involvement in both the payment to McDougal and the payment Cohen made to 4 Clifford on behalf of Trump, along with the overlap of individuals involved in the discussion and 5 negotiation of both payments, as well as AMI’s admitted involvement in an effort to identify and 6 purchase stories damaging to Trump’s campaign, suggest an ongoing pattern
	157 
	158 

	10 the record.  According to press reports, AMI, unwilling to make an additional payment to 11 benefit Trump’s campaign, nevertheless served as an intermediary to facilitate Clifford’s 12 silenceand put Davidson in touch with Michael Cohen, who then negotiated a $130,000 13 agreement to purchase Clifford’s silence.  Davidson’s reported multiple negotiations with 
	159
	160 
	161

	AO 2011-11 at 9. 
	157 

	See SDNY Information ¶¶ 24-44; WSJ Jan. 12 Article (outlining details of the payment to Clifford); Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345 (noting AMI’s involvement in the payments to McDougal, Sajudin, and Clifford). 
	158 

	See SDNY Information ¶ 32. 
	159 

	See supra Section II.C.2; Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345 (“[Stormy] Daniels’s lawyer, Keith Davidson . . . had called Dylan Howard about the story first.  Howard told Davidson that AMI was passing on the Daniels matter . . . [b]ut Howard directed Davidson to Michael Cohen, who established a shell company to pay Daniels $130,000 in exchange for her silence.”); The Fixers at 176-78 (reporting Howard’s initial interest in and Pecker’s reluctance to purchasing the rights to Clifford’s story and Howard’s involvem
	160 

	House Oversight Testimony at 21 (“In 2016, prior to the election, I was contacted by Keith Davidson, who is the attorney — or was the attorney for Ms. Clifford, or Stormy Daniels.”); id. at 34 (“The $130,000 number was not a number that was actually negotiated. It was told to me by Keith Davidson that this is a number that Ms. Clifford wanted.”); see McDougal New Yorker Article; SDNY Information ¶ 32; The Fixers at 178; WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
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	1 AMI, each of which ultimately resulted in a payment to prevent the publication of a story that 2 might damage the Trump campaign, indicate his awareness of AMI’s general willingness to 3 purchase stories in order to benefit Trump’s campaign, and not for legitimate press activity.4 Finally, AMI’s own admissions to DOJ that it had “offered to help with negative stories about [a] 5 presidential candidate’s relationships with women by, among other things, assisting the 6 campaign in identifying such stories s
	162 
	163 
	-
	164 

	10 AMI’s payment to Sajudin fits this pattern as well.  Experienced Enquirer staffers 
	11 reportedly identified “the abrupt end to reporting combined with a binding, seven-figure penalty 
	12 to stop the tipster from talking to anyone” as hallmarks of a catch and kill operation.  Further, 
	165

	See McDougal Complaint ¶ 47 (alleging that Davidson told McDougal that AMI “would buy the story not to publish it, because Mr. Pecker (AMI’s CEO) was a close friend of Mr. Trump” (emphasis in original)); see also The Fixers at 164-65; WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	162 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	163 

	See MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 5. AMI appears to argue that the First Amendment in general protects it from inquiry into why it chooses not to run stories and asserts that any inquiry would be chilling on the press. Id. at 20-21. However, no such inquiry is necessary in this matter because AMI, after submission of its Response, admitted that its actions were not undertaken in connection with AMI’s work as a conglomerate of press entities but rather to benefit a personal friend of Pecker.  Specifically, AMI
	164 

	MUR 7364 Compl. at 5 (quoting Sajudin AP Article). 
	165 
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	1 sources who purportedly were involved with the investigation of Sajudin’s tip reportedly stated 2 that the decision to stop investigating was not an editorial decision but one made by Pecker 3 personally.  One of those sources added, “There’s no question it was done as a favor to 4 continue to protect Trump from these potential secrets. That’s black-and-white.”  Finally, 5 former AMI employees stated to The New Yorker that Cohen was kept apprised of the 6 investigation of Sajudin’s story, indicating that 
	166
	167
	168 

	10 amounted to “active participation in core campaigning functions,” and were not the sort of 11 activity intended to be protected under the press exemption.12 Available information suggests that Sajudin possessed information, which, like Clifford’s 13 and McDougal’s information, could have harmed Trump’s chances of winning the 2016 14 presidential primary and general elections.Like Clifford and McDougal, Sajudin was 
	169 
	170 

	Sajudin New Yorker Article; see also The Fixers at 148-49. 
	166 

	Sajudin New Yorker Article. 
	167 

	See id. Other sources indicate that Cohen learned of the story when a reporter, unbeknownst to her editors, contacted Rhona Graff. After learning of this call, Cohen reportedly contacted Howard and “pleaded with him not to publish the story.”  The Fixers at 147. 
	168 

	See AO 2011-11 at 8 (quotation marks omitted). 
	169 

	Compare AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3 (outlining the overall agreement to “help deal with negative stories about that presidential candidate’s relationships with women by, among other things, assisting the campaign in identifying such stories so they could be purchased and their publication avoided”), with MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Howard Aff., Ex. A ¶ 7 (requiring McDougal to maintain her silence about her relationship with “any then-married man” and providing that AMI would be entitled to $150,
	170 
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	1 reportedly paid for that information, in his case by AMI, and faced significant financial 2 consequences were he to discuss that information publicly.Given AMI’s admissions that its 3 payments to McDougal were part of an overall scheme to benefit Trump in the election by 4 identifying and purchasing stories that could damage Trump, the available information supports 5 the reasonable inference that AMI’s purchase of Sajudin’s story was part of that same scheme to 6 benefit a candidate and was undertaken wi
	171 

	10 legitimate press function, the press exemption does not apply to the payments at issue. 11 B. The Commission Should Find Reason to Believe that AMI’s Payments to 12 McDougal and Sajudin Were Prohibited Corporate Contributions 
	13 1. 14 15 a. Coordination 16 The Act and Commission regulations prohibit corporations from making contributions to 17 candidate committees in connection with a federal election.Likewise, it is unlawful for any 
	The Commission Should Find Reason to Believe that AMI’s Payments to 
	McDougal and Sajudin Were Coordinated Expenditures 
	172 

	18 candidate, candidate committee, or other person to knowingly accept or receive such a prohibited 19 contribution, and for any officer or director of a corporation to consent to any such 
	perpetuity” and its violation to carry a $1 million penalty). See also Sajudin AP Article (“The company only released Sajudin from his contract after the 2016 election amid inquiries from the Journal about the payment.”). 
	See supra Section II.C.1; The Fixers at 148; Sajudin Agreement at 4; see also House Oversight Testimony at 128, 132 (Cohen discusses Pecker’s actions to protect Trump and appears to refer to the payment to Sajudin). 
	171 

	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b). 
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	1 contribution.  The Commission has consistently found that payments by a third party that are 2 intended to influence an election and are “coordinated” with a candidate, authorized committee, 3 or agent thereof are “coordinated expenditures” that result in a contribution by the person making 4 the expenditure to the candidate or political committee with whom the expenditure was 5 coordinated.6 The available information indicates that AMI’s payments to McDougal and Sajudin were 7 “coordinated” with Trump an
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	175 

	10 Trump reportedly held the August 2015 meeting with Pecker and Cohen, in which Pecker 11 agreed to purchase negative stories on behalf of Trump and his campaign, in his office at Trump 12 Tower, suggesting that he was aware of, and agreed to, the plan to have AMI make payments to 13 individuals in possession of stories damaging to the Trump campaign in order to help his 14 campaign.  Further, Trump appears to have maintained an ongoing role in and awareness of 15 AMI’s negotiations with individuals posses
	176

	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b), (d)-(e). See 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a)-(b); see, e.g., Conciliation Agreement ¶¶ IV.7-11, V.1-2, MUR 6718 (Sen. John 
	173 
	174 

	E. Ensign) (Apr. 18, 2013) (acknowledging that third parties’ payment, in coordination with a federal candidate, of severance to a former employee of the candidate’s authorized committee and leadership PAC resulted in an excessive, unreported in-kind contribution by the third parties to the candidate and the two political committees); Factual & Legal Analysis at 30-33, MURs 4568, 4633, and 4634 (Triad Mgmt. Servs., Inc.) (finding reason to believe that by offering fundraising support, campaign management co
	52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(7)(B)(i); 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a)-(b). 
	175 

	See WSJ Nov. 9 Article; AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
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	1 directly, and by receiving updates concerning AMI’s negotiations from Cohen.For example, 2 according to press reports and Cohen himself, on June 27, 2016, after Cohen notified Trump that 3 AMI was in contact with McDougal, Trump telephoned Pecker and asked Pecker to make 4 McDougal’s story go away.Press reports also indicate that later, when AMI informed Cohen 5 that McDougal was fielding an offer from ABC for her story, Cohen updated Trump; Cohen also 6 subsequently notified Trump once McDougal signed th
	177 
	178 
	179 
	180

	10 In addition, AMI has admitted in its Non-Prosecution Agreement with DOJ that it made 11 its payment to McDougal “in cooperation, consultation, and concert with, and at the request and 12 suggestion of one or more members or agents of a candidate’s 2016 presidential campaign, to 13 ensure that a woman did not publicize damaging allegations about that candidate before the 2016 14 presidential election and thereby influence that election,” and the available information makes 15 clear that Cohen served as an
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	The Fixers at 166-68 (detailing Trump’s awareness of AMI’s negotiations with McDougal); Cohen Book at 285 (stating that, after receiving an update from Cohen about McDougal’s story, Trump “immediately called Pecker”); see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	177 

	See The Fixers at 166; Cohen Book at 285. 
	178 

	See The Fixers at 168-69; see also House Oversight Testimony at 29-30 (“[Question:] Mr. Cohen, in your 10 years of working for Donald Trump[,] did he control everything that went on in the Trump Organization?  And did you have to get his permission in advance and report back after every meeting of any importance. [Answer:] Yes.  There was nothing that happened at The Trump Organization . . . that did not go through Mr. Trump with his approval and sign-off, as in the case of the payments.”). 
	179 

	See supra Section II.B. 
	180 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 2. 
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	1 As relevant here, the Commission has defined an “agent” of a federal candidate as “any 2 person who has actual authority, either express or implied,” to engage in certain activities with 3 respect to the creation, production, or distribution of communications.  That definition applies 4 in the contexts of coordinated communications and non-communication coordinated 5 expenditures.  The Commission has explained that “[t]he grant and scope of the actual 6 authority, whether the person is acting within the s
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	10 created by manifestations of consent (express or implied) by the principal to the agent about the 
	11 agent’s authority to act on the principal’s behalf.”  Further, the regulatory definitions of 
	185

	12 “agent” “cover the wide range of activities prohibited by [the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act 
	13 of 2002] and the Act, thereby providing incentives for compliance, while protecting core 
	11 C.F.R. § 109.3. 
	182 

	Id.; see also id. § 109.21(a) (addressing actions of “an agent” with respect to coordinated communications); id. § 109.20(a) (addressing non-communication activities of “an agent” with respect to coordinated expenditures); Coordinated and Independent Expenditures, 68 Fed. Reg. 421, 425 (Jan. 3, 2003) (“Coordination E&J”) (explaining that section 109.20(b) applies to “expenditures that are not made for communications but that are coordinated with a candidate, authorized committee, or political party committe
	183 

	Coordination E&J, 68 Fed. Reg. at 425.  
	184 

	Advisory Op. 2007-05 (Iverson) at 3-4 (“AO 2007-05”) (citing Agency E&J, 71 Fed. Reg. at 4976 and stating that if a candidate or federal officeholder provides an individual “with actual authority to solicit and receive contributions, then [that individual] would be an agent of a [f]ederal candidate or officeholder”) (internal citations omitted). 
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	1 political activity.”  Finally, the Commission has explained that the definitions of “agent” are 2 broad enough to capture actions of individuals with certain titles or positions, actions by 3 individuals where the candidate privately instructed the individual to avoid raising non-Federal 4 funds, actions by individuals acting under indirect signals from a candidate, and actions by 5 individuals who willfully keep a candidate, political party committee, or other political 6 committee ignorant of their proh
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	10 authority to engage with AMI in the catch and kill scheme. With respect to the McDougal 11 payment scheme, it appears that Cohen played a crucial role in identifying to AMI Trump’s 12 interest in suppressing the story, negotiating, on Trump’s behalf, the terms of AMI’s payment, 13 and negotiating (even if unsuccessfully) the terms of Trump’s repayment of those funds, acting 14 at Trump’s direction and with his approval to proceed.The guilty plea from Cohen, the 15 admissions from AMI, and information in 
	189 

	Agency E&J, 71 Fed. Reg. at 4976-77. Id. at 4978-79. AO 2007-05 at 4. AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶¶ 4-6 (stating that AMI began negotiations with Davidson and 
	186 
	187 
	188 
	189 

	McDougal “[a]t Cohen’s urging and subject to Cohen’s promise that AMI would be reimbursed”); The Fixers at 147-48, 166-68 (detailing Cohen’s involvement in the McDougal payment scheme); Cohen Book at 284-89 (same). 
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	1 Cohen was acting as an agent of Trump when he facilitated the payment from AMI to 2 McDougal.3 Finally, the available information supports the inference that AMI’s payment to Sajudin 4 was also made in accordance with the catch and kill agreement between Trump and AMI.  The 5 payment to Sajudin was made in late 2015, subsequent to Trump’s August 2015 meeting and 6 agreement with Cohen and Pecker.The amount of the payment was also unusual when 7 compared to AMI’s payments to legitimate sources, because it 
	190 
	191 

	10 was part of AMI’s catch and kill agreement with Trump, because AMI paid Sajudin after 11 agreeing to catch and kill such stories on behalf of Trump.  Additionally, Cohen has appeared to 12 testify to his awareness of the payment to Sajudin.  A payment made by AMI pursuant to the 13 catch and kill agreement between Pecker, Trump, and Cohen is a payment made by AMI in 14 consultation with and at the request or suggestion of Trump and Cohen, as an agent of Trump. 
	192

	The available information indicates that Trump, directly and through his counsel, Giuliani, has not denied that Cohen’s actions in connection with the McDougal and Clifford payments were undertaken as Trump’s agent. See supra Section II.D. The lawfulness of the activity is not, however, relevant to the agency determination; the Commission has explained that it “rejects . . . the argument that a person who has authority to engage in certain activities should be considered to be acting outside the scope of hi
	190 

	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	191 

	See House Oversight Testimony at 128, 132 (discussing Pecker’s actions to protect Trump and appearing to refer to the payment to Sajudin, as well as Cohen and Trump’s attempt to purchase the rights to stories silenced by AMI and the “treasure trove of documents” related to those stories). 
	192 
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	1 Accordingly, the AMI payments to McDougal and Sajudin meet the definition of 2 “coordinated” in 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a) in that they were made in cooperation, consultation or 3 concert with, or at the request or suggestion of Trump or Trump’s agent Cohen.  The coordinated 4 payments would constitute in-kind contributions from AMI to Trump and the Trump Committee 5 if they were “expenditures,” that is, made for the purpose of influencing Trump’s election.  6 b. For the Purpose of Influencing an Election 7 Th
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	10 “expenditure,”the Commission has concluded that “the question under the Act is whether” the 11 donation, payment, or service was “provided for the purpose of influencing a federal election 12 [and] not whether [it] provided a benefit to [a federal candidate’s] campaign.”The electoral 13 purpose of a payment may be clear on its face, as in payments to solicit contributions or for 14 communications that expressly advocate for the election or defeat of a specific candidate, or 15 inferred from the surroundi
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	See 52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i), (9)(A)(i). 
	193 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i), (9)(A)(i). 
	194 

	Factual & Legal Analysis at 6, MUR 7024 (Van Hollen for Senate). 
	195 

	See, e.g., Advisory Op. 2000-08 (Harvey) at 1, 3 (“AO 2000-08”) (concluding private individual’s $10,000 “gift” to federal candidate would be a contribution because “the proposed gift would not be made but for the recipient’s status as a Federal candidate”); Advisory Op. 1990-05 (Mueller) at 4 (“AO 1990-05”) (explaining that solicitations and express advocacy communications are for the purpose of influencing an election and concluding, after examining circumstances of the proposed activity, that federal can
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	1 When electoral purpose is not apparent on its face, the Commission has previously 2 concluded that payments would result in a contribution or expenditure if they were made to 3 potentially advance a candidacy, if they were made because of the beneficiary’s status as a 4 federal candidate, or if the payment was coordinated with the candidate or his campaign.  5 For example, in Advisory Opinion 1990-05, the Commission concluded that the 6 publication expenses of a newsletter by a candidate-owned company wou
	10 as a campaign communication.  The Commission indicated that any discussion of issues or 
	197

	11 policies “closely associated” with the candidate’s federal campaign “would be inevitably 
	12 perceived by readers as promoting your candidacy,” and the newsletter would therefore be 
	13 “viewed by the Commission as election-related and subject to the Act.”
	198 

	14 Similarly, in Advisory Opinion 2000-08, the Commission concluded that a donor’s 
	15 provision of a monetary “gift” to a federal candidate to express “gratitude” and “deep 
	16 appreciation” to him for running for office would be made to influence a federal election — 
	17 notwithstanding the donor’s statements that he intended that the gift be used solely for personal 
	(finding reason to believe corporation and related nonprofit organizations made contributions by providing federal candidates with “uncompensated fundraising and campaign management assistance” and “advertising assistance[,]” including spending “several million dollars” on coordinated advertisements). A federal court, in the context of a criminal case, has articulated that a third party’s payment to a candidate is a “contribution” if the person behind it has the principal purpose of influencing a federal el
	AO 1990-5 at 4. 
	197 

	Id. at 2, 4. 
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	1 expenses and did not “wish to directly support [the candidate’s] campaign” — because “the 
	2 proposed gift would not be made but for the recipient’s status as a Federal candidate; it is, 
	3 therefore, linked to the Federal election” and “would be considered a contribution.”
	199 

	4 Conversely, the Commission has previously found that activity by or in connection with a 
	5 federal candidate that is undertaken for any number of non-electoral purposes — including, e.g., 
	6 activity to advance a commercial interest,fulfill the obligations of holding federal office,or 
	200 
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	7 engage in non-candidate oriented election litigation  — does not necessarily result in a 
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	AO 2000-08 at 2-3. 
	199 

	E.g., Advisory Op. 2012-31 (AT&T) at 4 (wireless carrier charging a reduced fee to process text message-based donations to federal candidates did not thereby make “contributions” to the candidates because the reduced fee “reflects commercial considerations and does not reflect considerations outside of a business relationship”); Advisory Op. 2004-06 at 4 (Meetup) (commercial web service provider that can be used to arrange meetings and events based on shared interests did not make contributions by featuring
	200 

	referencing a federal candidate will result in a “contribution,” including “whether the activity” is “for genuinely commercial purposes”); 
	E.g., Advisory Op. 1981-37 at 2 (Gephardt) (concluding that federal candidate did not receive a contribution by appearing at a series of “public affairs forums” paid for by a corporation because “the purpose of the activity is not to influence the nomination or election of a candidate for Federal office but rather in connection with the duties of a Federal officeholder” regardless of indirect benefit to future campaigns). 
	201 

	202 
	E.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 8, MUR 7024 (Van Hollen for Senate) (free legal services provided to a federal candidate challenging FEC disclosure regulations were not contributions because the services were provided “for the purpose of challenging a rule of general application, not to influence a particular election”); cf. Advisory Op. 1980-57 at 3 (Bexar County Democratic Party) (funds raised for federal candidate’s lawsuit seeking removal of a potential opponent from the ballot were contributions beca
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	1 “contribution” or “expenditure,” even if such activity confers a benefit on a federal candidate or 2 otherwise impacts a federal election. 3 With respect to the McDougal payment, it is unnecessary to infer the circumstances 4 behind the payment; both AMI and Cohen have already acknowledged, in a sworn plea, 5 agreement, and testimony, that the purpose of paying McDougal was to prevent her story from 6 influencing the election.  In the AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, AMI explicitly admits that its 7 “princi
	203 

	10 payment to McDougal was part of an overarching scheme in “assisting [the] campaign” in 11 identifying and purchasing “negative stories about [his] relationships with women” to prevent 12 their publication.  Cohen admits that he worked with AMI, the Enquirer, Pecker, and Howard 13 to catch and kill McDougal’s story and that his work with AMI in connection with the $150,000 14 payment was done “at the request of the candidate.”15 Even absent AMI and Cohen’s explicit admissions, consistent with prior matter
	204
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	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶¶ 2, 5. Id. ¶ 3. House Oversight Testimony at 30, 99-100 (noting that Pecker had paid hush money to other individuals in 
	203 
	204 
	205 

	addition to McDougal); Cohen Plea Hearing at 23; see supra note 23. 
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	1 Cohen — indicates that the payments would not have been made absent Trump’s status as a 
	206

	2 candidate.  As with the facts the Commission considered in Advisory Opinions 1990-05 and 
	3 2000-08, the available information in this matter supports the conclusion that the purpose of the 
	4 McDougal and Sajudin payments was to influence the 2016 election, irrespective of any 
	5 incidental effects they may have had on Trump personally.  Although McDougal and 
	207

	See supra Sections II.A, B, C.1 (discussing McDougal and Sajudin’s negotiations with AMI after the August 2015 meeting between Pecker, Cohen, and Trump, during which they agreed that Pecker would catch and kill negative stories about Trump’s relationships with women so that they were not published before the election); AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5 (acknowledging that $150,000 payment to McDougal was substantially higher that AMI would normally pay); Sajudin AP Article (reporting that the amount 
	206 
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	See Advisory Op. 1990-05 at 4; Advisory Op. 2000-08 at 2-3.  In Advisory Opinion 2000-08, the Commission also concluded that the donor’s payment of the candidate’s personal expenses would be treated as a contribution under the “personal use” provision governing third party payments at 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(6) because the payment would not have been made “irrespective of the candidacy.”  AO 2000-08 at 3; see also 52 U.S.C. § 30114(b) (prohibiting use of campaign funds “to fulfill any commitment, obligation, o
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	1 Sajudin’s stories involved years-and decades-old allegations, respectively, and Pecker and 
	2 Trump reportedly have a longstanding friendship such that “critical coverage of Trump 
	3 vanished” once Pecker “took over” AMI,AMI’s specific catch and kill effort to obtain and 
	208 

	4 prevent the publication of damaging stories, including McDougal’s and Sajudin’s, began only 
	5 after Trump became a candidate for president in June 2015.
	209 

	6 Thus, the available information supports the conclusion that AMI’s payments to 
	7 McDougal and Sajudin were coordinated with Trump and were made for the purpose of 
	8 influencing Trump’s election, resulting in AMI making “coordinated expenditures” under the 
	9 Act.
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	need not also analyze whether the payment would constitute personal use if paid by the Trump campaign. See AO 2000-08 at 3-4. 
	2017 New Yorker Article. 
	208 

	See Donald J. Trump, Statement of Candidacy (June 22, 2015); AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3 (admitting that “Pecker offered to help deal with negative stories about [Trump’s] relationships with women by, among other things, assisting the campaign in identifying such stories so they could be purchased and their publication avoided”); Alex Altman and Charlotte Alter, Trump Launches Presidential Campaign with Empty Flair, TIME  at 4) (recapping Trump’s 2015 campaign launch). Although the Trump Commit
	209 
	(June 16, 2015), https://time.com/3922770/donald-trump-campaign-launch/ (cited by MUR 7366 Compl.

	In addition, the payments to public relations firms by AMI under the Amendment to the McDougal agreement, which were used to allow AMI to control the narrative surrounding McDougal’s story and further prevent McDougal from speaking about her relationship with Trump, likely were made for the purpose of influencing the 2020 presidential election and likely were coordinated expenditures resulting in in-kind contributions from AMI to Trump and Trump Committee. We would examine this subsequent payment arrangemen
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	1 2. 2 3 
	The Commission Should Find Reason to Believe that AMI’s Payments to 
	McDougal and Sajudin Were Prohibited Corporate In-Kind Contributions 
	to the Trump Committee 

	4 Because the available information indicates that AMI’s payments to McDougal and 5 Sajudin were coordinated expenditures made for the purpose of influencing the 2016 election, 6 the record supports a reason to believe finding that the payments constituted in-kind 7 contributions from AMI to Trump and the Trump Committee that must have been reported by 8 the Trump Committee as both contributions from AMI to the Trump Committee and 9 expenditures by the Trump Committee to McDougal and Sajudin.Further, becaus
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	10 payments were in-kind contributions to the Trump Committee, they were subject to the 11 contribution limits and prohibitions set forth in the Act and Commission regulations.  The Act 12 and Commission regulations prohibit corporations from making contributions to candidate 13 committees.  The Act and Commission regulations also prohibit candidates, candidate 14 committees, or other persons from knowingly accepting or receiving such a prohibited 15 contribution, and for any officer or director of a corpor
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	Figure
	See 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(b). 
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	Under the Act, an individual may not make a contribution to a candidate with respect to any election in excess of the legal limit, which was $2,700 per election during the 2016 election cycle. See 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(1)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1).  However, as detailed below, these contributions were made by a corporation, not an individual. 
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	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b). 
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	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b), (d)-(e). 
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	Figure
	  Similarly, in MUR 7248, the Commission 
	Figure

	7 
	7 
	7 
	found reason to believe that Cancer Treatment Centers of America and several of its corporate 

	8 
	8 
	officers violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118 by making and consenting to prohibited corporate 

	9 
	9 
	contributions where the corporate officers engaged in a reimbursement scheme whereby 

	10 
	10 
	executives were reimbursed via bonuses for their political contributions.217 

	11 
	11 
	While corporate contributions to candidate committees are per se prohibited and do not 

	12 
	12 
	require proof of the contributor’s knowledge of the violation, AMI has admitted to DOJ that it 

	13 
	13 
	knew that corporations are prohibited from contributing to candidate committees like the Trump 

	14 
	14 
	Committee.218 
	The AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement states: 

	15 
	15 
	At all relevant times, AMI knew that corporations such as AMI are subject 

	16 
	16 
	to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by corporations, 

	17 
	17 
	made for purposes of influencing an election and in coordination with or at 


	Figure
	Factual & Legal Analysis at 15-18, 21-22, MUR 7248 (Cancer Treatment Centers of America Global, Inc.); see also MUR 7027 (MV Transportation, Inc.) (conciliating violations of 52 U.S.C. § 30118 with a corporation and CEO that stemmed from a reimbursement scheme); MUR 6889 (Eric Byer) (finding reason to believe that a corporation and an executive violated section 30118 through a contribution reimbursement scheme) see also First Gen. Counsel’s Rpt. at 18-19, 26, MUR 6766 (Jesse Jackson Jr.) (recommending that 
	217 

	218 
	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 8. 
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	1 the request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful.  At no time did AMI 2 report to the Federal Election Commission that it had made the $150,000 3 payment to [McDougal].
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	4 Thus, AMI has admitted that it made the payment to McDougal while knowing that it was 5 unlawful.It is reasonable to infer, further, that AMI also knew its payment to Sajudin was 6 unlawful when it made that payment in December 2015. 7 The available information also indicates that Pecker and Howard, officers of AMI, did 8 not merely consent to the McDougal and Sajudin corporate in-kind contributions, but also 9 actively participated in the decision to make the contributions by negotiating, in consultation
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	10 with Trump and Cohen, the amounts that would be paid and the terms of the agreements.11 Howard is the signatory on AMI’s agreement with McDougal.As in MUR 7248, 12 Pecker and Howard violated the Act by consenting to the payments to McDougal and Sajudin.13 Moreover, the available information indicates that the Trump Committee and Trump 14 knowingly accepted the in-kind corporate contributions from AMI. Trump’s acceptance of 15 AMI’s prohibited contributions can be reasonably inferred from Trump’s instrume
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	See infra Section III.D; see also AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 8 (“At all relevant times, AMI knew that corporations such as AMI are subject to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by corporations, made for purposes of influencing an election and in coordination with or at the request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful.”). 
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	Pecker, as the President and CEO, and Howard, as Vice President and Chief Content Officer, were officers of AMI and their ability to act on the corporation’s behalf can be reasonably inferred from their actions in the negotiations with McDougal and Sajudin, from Howard’s signature on AMI’s agreement with McDougal, and Howard’s discussion and approval of the Sajudin negotiations, as evidenced in his statements in the AMI-published Radar Online Article. 
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	See supra Section II.B. 
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	See MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard, Ex. A. 
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	See supra notes 215-217 and accompanying text. 
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	1 involvement in the agreement that AMI would catch and kill stories damaging to the Trump 2 campaign. The available information indicates that Trump was directly involved in the catch and 3 kill scheme generally, and specifically with respect to AMI’s decision to purchase McDougal’s 4 story.  Trump reportedly participated in the August 2015 meeting with Pecker and Cohen, 5 during which the catch and kill plan was agreed upon; Trump reportedly communicated with 6 Cohen and Pecker about the prospect of AMI a
	225
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	10 The September 2016 tape recording of the meeting between Trump and Cohen further 11 indicates Trump’s direct knowledge of AMI’s payment to McDougal.The tape recording 12 Cohen made during a September 2016 meeting with Trump supports Cohen’s testimony that 13 Trump had direct knowledge of the assignment agreement just weeks after the underlying 14 agreement with McDougal had been executed.  Although it is not publicly known at this time 15 whether Trump’s payment for the assignment was to have come from T
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	House Intelligence Deposition at 117, 119; see also The Fixers at 164-71, 198 (reporting that Trump was involved in the decision for AMI to purchase McDougal’s story and that Cohen notified Trump after the agreement with McDougal was executed). 
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	WSJ Nov. 9 Article; The Fixers at 164-69, 198. 
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	See House Oversight Testimony at 100 (testifying that Cohen, Pecker, and Trump planned to transfer the rights to McDougal’s story to an entity owned by Cohen, in exchange for Trump’s payment of $125,000 to AMI); CNN Article; WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	227 

	CNN Article.  During the meeting, Cohen appears to tell Trump that he “need[s] to open up a company for the transfer of all of that info regarding our friend David,” referring to David Pecker. Id. During one exchange, Trump appears to ask “What financing?” and Cohen says “We’ll have to pay.” Id. Trump then appears to say “pay with cash,” however the recording is unclear as to whether Trump is telling Cohen to pay with cash.  Cohen then appears to state “I’ve spoken with [Trump Organization Chief Financial O
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	1 Trump Organization, the information indicates that Trump had knowledge of AMI’s payments 2 and was involved in decisions concerning the contemplated repayment to AMI, including a 3 reported conversation with Pecker soon after publication of the Wall Street Journal article 4 regarding AMI’s payment to McDougal.  Additionally, Trump’s counsel, Giuliani, publicly 5 acknowledged that the Trump-Cohen recording related to “buying the story rights,” which lends 6 further credence to the conclusion that Trump kne
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	10 that both Trump and the Trump Committee knew about AMI’s payment to McDougal and 11 knowingly accepted the resulting prohibited corporate in-kind contribution. 12 Additionally, Trump appears to have also gained knowledge of AMI’s expenditures via 13 Cohen.  As explained above, Cohen acted as an agent of Trump in his interactions with AMI 14 concerning AMI’s payment to McDougal to influence the 2016 presidential election.  Cohen 15 has testified that the payment to McDougal “was done at the direction of M
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	Warrant Affidavit ¶ 40.e. CNN Article. See WSJ 2016 Article. See 52 U.S.C. § 30102(e)(2); 11 C.F.R. § 101.2; Factual & Legal Analysis at 6, MUR 6566 (Lisa Wilson-
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	230 
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	Foley for Congress) (“[A]ny candidate who receives a contribution does so as an agent of the candidate’s authorized committee”). See supra Section III.B.1. 
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	1 Cohen for assignment rights to the story.  Thus, Cohen indicates that, not only was he acting 2 as an agent of Trump, but that, in that capacity, he kept Trump apprised of AMI’s payment to 3 McDougal.  4 In addition, given the August 2015 catch and kill agreement between Trump, Pecker and 5 Cohen, Cohen’s reported communications with Howard concerning the Enquirer’s investigation 6 of Sajudin’s story, and the numerous factors suggesting that negotiations with Sajudin deviated 7 from the standard investiga
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	10 appears that Trump and the Trump Committee knowingly accepted the in-kind contribution from 11 AMI in the form of AMI’s payment to Sajudin.12 Thus, we recommend that the Commission find reason to believe that AMI, Pecker, and 13 Howard violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by making and consenting to prohibited corporate in-kind 14 contributions.  We also recommend that the Commission find reason to believe that Trump and 15 the Trump Committee violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by knowingly accepting prohibited 16 c
	235 
	236 

	House Intelligence Deposition at 117, 119; see also AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶¶ 5-6; The Fixers at 168-69 (reporting that Trump was involved in the decision for AMI to purchase McDougal’s story and that Cohen notified Trump after the agreement with McDougal was executed). 
	234 

	See House Oversight Testimony at 128, 132 (appearing to discuss AMI’s payment to Sajudin); The Fixers at 147-48. 
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	Our recommendation as to Cohen is discussed below. See infra Section III.E. 
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	1 C. The Commission Should Find Reason to Believe that the Trump Committee 2 Failed to Disclose the AMI Payments to McDougal and Sajudin 3 The Act and Commission regulations require political committees to file periodic reports 4 accurately disclosing all of their receipts, disbursements, and debts and obligations, including 5 coordinated expenditures.  These disclosure requirements serve important transparency and 6 anticorruption interests, as they “provide the electorate with information as to where poli
	237
	238
	239 
	240
	241 

	52 U.S.C. § 30104; 11 C.F.R. § 104.3. Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, 66-67 (1976); see Citizens United v. FEC, 558 U.S. 310, 369-71 (2010) 
	237 
	238 

	(describing importance of disclosure requirements because “transparency enables the electorate to make informed decisions and give proper weight to different speakers and messages”). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(2), (4); 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a)(3), (b)(2). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a)(4)(i). 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(5)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(b)(4)(i). 
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	240 
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	1 connection with AMI’s payments to McDougal and Sajudin, which were not disclosed on any 2 Trump Committee reports filed with the Commission.  A coordinated expenditure must be 3 reported as both a contribution received by, and an expenditure made by, the authorized 4 committee of the candidate with whom the expenditure was coordinated.  Thus, the Trump 5 Committee should have reported receipts from AMI and offsetting disbursements to McDougal 6 and Sajudin, including the dates, amounts, and purposes of th
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	10 and depriving the public of information about Trump before the election.  Accordingly, we 11 recommend that the Commission find reason to believe that the Trump Committee violated 12 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b) and 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a) and (b) by failing to report required information 13 in its Commission filings.   
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	See generally Trump Committee 2015-2016 Disclosure Reports. 
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	11 C.F.R. § 104.13(a)(3); see also Coordinated and Independent Expenditures, 68 Fed. Reg. at 422 (explaining that committees must report coordinated expenditures in this manner in order to not overstate cash-onhand balances). 
	243 
	-

	52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3)(A), (b)(5)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a)(4)(i), (b)(4)(i); see, e.g., Conciliation Agreement ¶ IV.4-5, 7, 11-12, MUR 7073 (Alexander Meluskey for U.S. Senate) (acknowledging that when a candidate used a radio broadcast to solicit contributions and engage in express advocacy relating to his campaign, i.e., to influence a federal election, the candidate’s authorized committee violated the Act by failing to disclose as “contributions”
	244 
	 the $16,235.29 that paid for that broadcast). 

	52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3)(A), (b)(5)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a)(4)(i), (b)(4)(i). 
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	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶¶ 5-6, 8. 
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	1 D.  The Commission Should Find Reason to Believe that the Violations Set Forth 2 Above Were Knowing and Willful 3 The Act prescribes additional penalties for “knowing and willful” violations,  which 4 are defined as “acts [that] were committed with full knowledge of all the relevant facts and a 5 recognition that the action is prohibited by law.”  This standard does not require knowledge of 6 the specific statute or regulation that the respondent allegedly violated; it is sufficient to 7 demonstrate that 
	247
	248
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	252 

	See 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(B), (d). 
	247 

	122 Cong. Rec. 12,197, 12,199 (May 3, 1976); see, e.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 3-4, MUR 6920 (Now or Never PAC, et al.) (applying “knowing and willful” standard); Factual & Legal Analysis at 17-18, MUR 6766 (Jesse Jackson, Jr., et al.) (same). 
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	United States v. Danielczyk, 917 F. Supp. 2d 573, 579 (E.D. Va. 2013) (quoting Bryan v. United States, 524 
	249 

	U.S. 184, 195 (1998) (holding that the government needs to show only that the defendant acted with knowledge that conduct was unlawful, not knowledge of the specific statutory provision violated, to establish a willful violation)). 
	Cf. United States v. Hopkins, 916 F.2d 207, 213 (5th Cir. 1990) (quoting United States v. Bordelon, 871 F.2d 491, 494 (5th Cir. 1989)). Hopkins involved a conduit contributions scheme, and the issue before the Fifth Circuit concerned the sufficiency of the evidence supporting the defendants’ convictions for conspiracy and false statements under 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 and 1001. 
	250 

	Id. at 214-15.  “It has long been recognized that ‘efforts at concealment [may] be reasonably explainable only in terms of motivation to evade’ lawful obligations.” Id. at 214 (quoting Ingram v. United States, 360 U.S. 672, 679 (1959)). 
	251 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 8 (admitting that AMI “knew that corporations such as [itself] are subject to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by corporations, made for purposes of influencing an election and in coordination with or at the request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful”). AMI’s non-prosecution agreement does not extend to the Commission. Id. at 1-2.  Similarly, in prior matters, a 
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	1 agreement with Trump and Cohen and Howard’s direct involvement in the negotiations indicate 2 that both Pecker and Howard were parties in a scheme to both hide the stories and the 3 payments.  Pecker and Howard’s reported actions to destroy the contents of a safe containing 4 stories purchased by AMI also suggest awareness of the illegality of their actions.  Further, 5 Pecker’s reported reluctance to proceed with the assignment agreement after consulting with 6 AMI counsel Stracher indicates that Pecker 
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	10 illegality — by paying McDougal not just for her story but also, pretextually, for future work; 11 AMI reportedly did not seek such work from McDougal until after AMI’s payment to McDougal 12 was publicly reported in the press.  Howard also texted Cohen that AMI’s payment to 
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	respondent’s guilty plea or conviction for criminal charges under the Act has not precluded the Commission from finding reason to believe that the respondent knowingly and willfully violated the Act based on the same conduct underlying the plea or conviction. See, e.g., Certification ¶ 1, MUR 6865 (Jose Susumo Azano Matsura) (July 17, 2018); Second Gen. Counsel’s Report at 11, n.32 and accompanying text, MUR 6865 (Jose Susumo Azano Matsura) (discussing prior matters where the Commission took “further action
	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
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	Farrow, Catch and Kill at 16-17. 
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	See supra note 70 and accompanying text; The Fixers at 170-71 (reporting that Pecker discussed the rights transfer with Stracher, “who told the media executive that he’d be crazy to sell McDougal’s story to Trump.  The optics would be terrible if it ever came out”); WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	255 

	See The Fixers at 169; see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
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	1 McDougal “looks suspicious at best.”Further, Howard reportedly exchanged text messages 2 with a relative the night of the general election in 2016, in which he wrote that Trump would 3 pardon him for his actions related to “electoral fraud.”  Thus, the available information 4 indicates that the unlawful actions that served as the basis of AMI’s Non-Prosecution Agreement 5 were undertaken by Pecker and Howard in their capacity as officers and agents of AMI.As 6 such, the information indicates that AMI, Pec
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	10 Further, the available information indicates that the Commission should find reason 11 believe that Trump, and the Trump Committee, acting through Trump as its agent,likewise 12 acted knowingly and willfully.  According to press reports, Trump participated in AMI’s 13 decision to purchase McDougal’s story, and at the August 2015 meeting, he instructed Pecker to 14 work with Cohen to prevent any potentially damaging stories from becoming public in an effort 15 to help Trump’s campaign.  Consistent with th
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	Warrant Aff. ¶ 40.c (recounting that Cohen asked Howard “how the Wall Street Journal could publish its article if ‘everyone denies,’” with Howard responding, “‘Because there is the payment from AMI.  It looks suspicious at best’”). 
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	The Fixers at 196-97 (quoting Howard’s text messages, including “At least if [Trump] wins, I’ll be pardoned for electoral fraud” and “At least now we get pardoned”). 
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	See supra Section III.B.2; see also supra note 25 (citing articles reporting that Pecker and Howard were reportedly granted immunity in exchange for their cooperation). 
	259 

	See 52 U.S.C. § 30102(e)(2); 11 C.F.R. § 101.2. 
	260 

	WSJ Nov. 9 Article; The Fixers at ix-xi; see also Cohen Plea Hearing at 23 (“[O]n or about the summer of 2016, in coordination with, and at the direction of, a candidate for federal office, I and the CEO of a media company at the request of the candidate worked together to keep an individual with information that would be harmful to the candidate and to the campaign from publicly disclosing this information. After a number of discussions, we 
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	1 involvement, Cohen asserts that he worked with AMI on the purchase of McDougal’s story at the 2 direction of Trump and that he negotiated and executed the assignment of rights to McDougal’s 3 story with AMI with the understanding that Trump would ultimately pay for the rights.4 Further, the available information indicates that Trump and Cohen also wished to purchase 5 AMI’s trove of documents regarding Trump due to a concern about what might happen to the 6 documents if Pecker left AMI.The available infor
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	10 knowledge of the payment and awareness that such payments were unlawful.11 As to the Sajudin payment, although the current record is less fulsome, the available 12 information provides a basis to conclude that the Sajudin payment is consistent with the catch 13 and kill agreement between Pecker, Trump, and Cohen, an agreement which AMI has 14 acknowledged in the context of the McDougal payment it knew was unlawful.   
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	eventually accomplished the goal by the media company entering into a contract with the individual under which she received compensation of $150,000.”). 
	See House Intelligence Deposition at 117, 119; House Oversight Testimony at 100; 2019 New Yorker Article. 
	262 

	The Fixers at 169; see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
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	See, e.g., The Fixers at 168-71; WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
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	Trump has also publicly stated that he is an expert on campaign finance. See Larry King Live: Interview with Donald Trump, CNN 25:13-25:19 (Oct. nobody knows more about campaign finance than I do because I’m the biggest contributor.”); see also The Fixers at 341. 
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	8, 1999), https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gEVzCtcT-Mo (“I think 
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	1 Accordingly, we recommend that the Commission find reason to believe that the 2 violations of the Act by Trump, the Trump Committee, AMI, Pecker, and Howard, as set forth 3 above, were knowing and willful.  4 E. The Commission Should Take No Action at this Time as to Cohen 5 The available information, including Cohen’s own admissions, indicates that Cohen, at 6 Trump’s direction, worked with Pecker and Howard to ensure that AMI purchased McDougal’s 7 story in an effort to keep her story, which was potenti
	10 However, given Cohen’s role as an agent of Trump in the context of the allegations at issue in 11 these matters, and our recommendations as to Trump and the Trump Committee, we recommend 12 that the Commission take no action at this time as to Cohen.13 F. The Commission Should Take No Action at This Time as to Jost 14 Timothy Jost was notified in connection with the allegations in MUR 7366 because that 15 Complaint specifically identified him as a Respondent.  Jost was the Trump Committee’s 16 treasurer 
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	Cf. Certification at 2, MUR 7048 (Cruz for President) (Apr. 9, 2019) (taking no action at this time as to agent of committee); First Gen. Counsel’s Rpt. at 14, MUR 7048 (Cruz for President) (recommending same); see also First Gen. Counsel’s Rpt., MURs 7313, 7319 and 7379 (Michael D. Cohen) (open matter) (recommending that the Commission find reason to believe that Cohen violated the Act in connection with his payment to Clifford based on Cohen’s direct liability rather than as agent to Trump or the Trump Co
	266 

	Jost was the Trump Committee’s treasurer from when it registered with the Commission on June 29, 2015, until January 20, 2017, when Bradley T. Crate was named its treasurer. See Trump Committee, Statement of Organization, FEC Form 1 (June 29, 2015); Trump Committee, Amend. Statement of Organization, FEC Form 1 (Jan. 20, 2017). 
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	1 record does not indicate that Jost “knowingly and willfully” violated the Act or “recklessly failed 2 to fulfill” his obligations as the Trump Committee’s treasurer in connection with the inaccurate 3 disclosure reports that the Trump Committee filed with the Commission, an investigation of 4 the Trump Committee may provide additional relevant information.  As such, we recommend 5 that the Commission take no action at this time as to Jost, pending an investigation of the Trump 6 Committee.  7 IV. PROPOSED
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	8 The investigation would focus on developing the factual record concerning the extent to 
	9 which AMI, in accordance with the catch and kill scheme, made payments to individuals who 10 possessed information that was potentially damaging to Trump’s campaign to establish the 11 amount in violation attributable to corporate contributions from AMI to the Trump Committee.  12 Specifically, we will seek information about AMI’s payments to such individuals, including the 13 following:  materials collected from other state, federal, and congressional investigations relating 14 to the same activity; iden
	Statement of Policy Regarding Treasurers Subject to Enforcement Proceedings, 70 Fed. Reg. 3, 3-4 (Jan. 3, 2005) (“[T]he Commission will consider treasurers parties to enforcement proceedings in their personal capacities where information indicates that the treasurer knowingly and willfully violated an obligation that the Act or regulations specifically impose on treasurers or where the treasurer recklessly failed to fulfill the duties imposed by law, or where the treasurer has intentionally deprived himself
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	1 agents, and Trump and the Trump Committee and their agents; and internal communications 
	2 among AMI employees concerning stories purchased by AMI with the intent of silencing the 
	3 story and thus influencing the 2016 and 2020 presidential elections, as well as related financial 
	4 documents, bank records, and publication policies.  In addition, we will seek the same 
	5 information regarding AMI’s payments to public relations professionals on behalf of McDougal 
	6 and any other individuals.  We will seek to conduct our investigation through voluntary means 
	7 but recommend that the Commission authorize the use of compulsory process, including the 
	8 issuance of appropriate interrogatories, document subpoenas, and deposition subpoenas, as 
	9 necessary. 
	10 V. RECOMMENDATIONS 
	11 MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 
	12 
	12 
	12 
	1. Find reason to believe that A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc. and 13 David J. Pecker knowingly and willfully violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by making 14 and consenting to prohibited corporate in-kind contributions; 

	15 
	15 
	2. Find reason to believe that Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and Bradley T. Crate 16 in his official capacity as treasurer knowingly and willfully violated 52 U.S.C. 17 § 30118(a) by knowingly accepting prohibited contributions; 

	18 
	18 
	3. Find reason to believe that Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and Bradley T. Crate 19 in his official capacity as treasurer knowingly and willfully violated 52 U.S.C. 20 § 30104(b) and 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a) and (b) by failing to report the required 21 information with the Commission; 

	22 
	22 
	4. Find reason to believe that Donald J. Trump knowingly and willfully violated 23 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by knowingly accepting prohibited contributions; 

	24 
	24 
	5. Take no action at this time as to the allegations that Michael D. Cohen violated the 25 Act and Commission regulations; 
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	1 MURs 7324 and 7366  
	2 6. Name and notify Dylan Howard as a Respondent; 
	3 MURs 7332 and 7364 
	4 7. Find reason to believe that Dylan Howard knowingly and willfully violated 52 U.S.C. 5 § 30118(a) by making and consenting to prohibited corporate in-kind contributions; 
	6 MUR 7366 
	7 8. Take no action at this time as to the allegations that Timothy Jost violated the Act and 8 Commission regulations; 
	9 MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 
	10 9. Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analyses; 11 10. Authorize the use of compulsory process; and 
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	1 11. Approve the appropriate letters. 
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	2 ________________________ ____________________________3 Date Lisa J. Stevenson 4 Acting General Counsel 5 6 7 8 ____________________________9 Charles Kitcher 10 Acting Associate General Counsel 11   for Enforcement 12 13 14 15 _____________________________16 Lynn Y. Tran 17 Assistant General Counsel 18 19 20 21 ____________________________22 Adrienne C. Baranowicz 23 Attorney 24 25 26 27 ____________________________28 Anne B. Robinson 29 
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	ELW 2/22/2021 
	1 FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 2 3 FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS 4 5 RESPONDENTS: A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc. MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, 6 David J. Pecker      and 7366  7 8 I. INTRODUCTION 
	9 The Complaints in these four matters allege that American Media, Inc., which is now 10 A360 Media, LLC(“AMI”) violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended 11 (the “Act”), in connection with payments AMI made to two individuals in advance of the 2016 12 presidential election to suppress negative stories about then-presidential candidate Donald J. 13 Trump’s relationships with several women.  Specifically, the Complaints allege that then-AMI 14 corporate officers David J. Pecker and Dylan 
	1 
	2 
	3 
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	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 (A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc., et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 2 of 51 
	1 were bona fide payments.After AMI’s Responses were filed, Cohen pleaded guilty to willfully 2 causing an unlawful corporate contribution concerning the payment to McDougal and is 3 currently serving the remainder of his sentence under home confinement in connection with that 4 plea.  AMI entered into a non-prosecution agreement with the Department of Justice (“DOJ”) 5 regarding the payment to McDougal.6 As discussed below, the available information indicates that Trump, Cohen, and Pecker 7 agreed in Augus
	4 
	5
	6 

	10 AMI paid McDougal $150,000 to suppress her story of a sexual relationship with Trump, which 
	11 allegedly occurred while he was married, from becoming public before the 2016 presidential 
	12 election.  Based on the available information, it also appears that Pecker, Howard, and AMI paid 
	13 Sajudin $30,000 in December 2015 to prevent Sajudin from publicizing his story that Trump had 
	14 fathered a child with an employee of Trump World Tower.  Accordingly, the Commission finds 
	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. (Apr. 13, 2018); MURs 7364/7366 AMI Resp. (June 8, 2018); MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. (June 8, 2018); MUR 7637 AMI Resp. (Sept. 11, 2019); see also MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 1-2, nn.1-2 (noting that Pecker chose not to file a separate response and that AMI’s Response addresses his potential liability as an officer of AMI). 
	4 

	See Tr. of Proceedings before Hon. William H. Pauley III at 23-24, 27, United States v. Cohen, No. 1:18cr-00602-WHP (S.D.N.Y. Aug. Proceeding-Transcript.pdf (“Cohen Plea Hearing”); Tom McParland, Michael Cohen Released to Home Confinement Because of COVID-19 Concerns, NEW YORK LAW JOURNAL newyorklawjournal/2020/05/21/michael-cohen-released-to-home-confinement-because-of-covid-19-concerns (reporting Cohen’s initial release); Mem. of Law in Supp. of Pet’r’s Emergency Mot. for a TRO at 4-9, 12-23, Cohen v. Bar
	5 
	-
	21, 2018), https://assets.documentcloud.org/documents/4780185/Cohen-Court
	-

	(May 21, 2020), https://www.law.com/ 

	Letter from Robert Khuzami, Acting U.S. Attorney, S.D.N.Y., U.S. Dep’t of Justice, to Charles A. Stillman and James A. Mitchell, Counsel for American Media, Inc. (Sept. 20, 2018) (non-prosecution agreement between DOJ and AMI on September 21, 2018, including statement of admitted facts) (“AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement”). 
	6 
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	1 reason to believe that AMI and Pecker knowingly and willfully violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by 
	2 making and consenting to make prohibited corporate in-kind contributions.  
	3 II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
	4 Trump declared his presidential candidacy on June 16, 2015, and registered Donald J. 
	5 Trump for President, Inc. and Bradley T. Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Trump 
	6 Committee”), his principal campaign committee, with the Commission on June 29, 2015.
	7 

	7 Michael D. Cohen was an attorney for the Trump Organization,worked as special counsel to 
	8 

	8 Trump, and served as a Trump Committee surrogate in the media.  AMI was a publishing 
	9

	9 company headquartered in New York, New York.  In 2016, one of AMI’s publications was the 
	10

	Alex Altman and Charlotte Alter, Trump Launches Presidential Campaign with Empty Flair, TIME Trump Committee, Statement of Organization, FEC Form 1 (June 29, 2015). 
	7 
	(June 16, 2015), https://time.com/3922770/donald-trump-campaign-launch/ (cited by MUR 7366 Compl. at 4); 

	Trump Organization, LLC is a limited liability company (“LLC”) organized under the laws of New York on August 4, 1999 and its registered agent is National Registered Agents, Inc. The available information does not indicate its tax election status for federal tax purposes. See N. Y. Dept. of State, Div. of Corps., Search Our Corporation and Business Entity DatabaseSEARCH_ENTRY (search entity name: “Trump Organization LLC”) (last visited Sept. 30, 2020). 
	8 
	, https://appext20.dos.ny.gov/corp_public/CORPSEARCH.ENTITY_ 

	Government’s Sentencing Mem. at 11, United States v. Cohen, No. 1:18-cr-00602-WHP (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 7, 2018) (“SDNY Cohen Sentencing Memorandum”); Report on the Investigation into Russian Interference in the 2016 Presidential Election, U.S. Dep’t of Justice, Vol. 1 at 53 (March 2019) (identifying Cohen as a former executive vice president at the Trump Organization and “special counsel to Donald J. Trump”); Hearing with Michael Cohen, Former Attorney to President Donald Trump before the H. Comm. on Oversight an
	9 
	27, 2019), https://docs house.gov/meetings/GO/GO00/20190227/108969/HHRG-116-GO00
	-

	12, 2018), https://www.wsj.com/articles/trump
	-


	See AMI, About Us/about-us/overview (last visited Oct. 22, 2020); AMI, Contact Us22, 2020); Del. Dept. of State, Div. of Corps., General Information Name Searchentity name: American Media, Inc.) (last visited Oct. 22, 2020). 
	10 
	, https://web.archive.org/web/20200721110029/https://www.americanmediainc.com 
	, https://web.archive.org/web/20200830111333/ 
	https://www.americanmediainc.com/contact-us (last visited Oct. 
	, https://icis.corp.delaware.gov/Ecorp/EntitySearch/NameSearch.aspx (search 
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	1 National Enquirer (the “Enquirer  In 
	”), which is a weekly print and online tabloid publication.
	11

	2 August 2020, AMI reportedly was renamed A360 Media, LLC and plans were announced to 
	3 merge it with Accelerate 360, a logistics firm.Pecker was the President and Chief Executive 
	12 

	4 Officer of AMI until the merger and reportedly became an executive advisor to the new 
	5 Howard was AMI’s Vice President and Chief Content Officer and reportedly left 
	company.
	13 

	6 the company on March 31, 2020.  From 2013 to 2017, Howard was the Editor in Chief of the 
	14

	7 .  Dino Sajudin is a former doorman for 
	Enquirer
	15 
	Karen McDougal is a model and actress.
	16

	8 Trump World Tower in New York City.
	17 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard ¶ 11. Publicly available information indicates that AMI announced on April 18, 2019, that it planned to sell the Enquirer to an individual named James Cohen; however, that sale reportedly was not finalized. See National Enquirer to Be Sold to Owner of Magazine Distributor, REUTERS (Apr. to-be-sold-to-owner-of-magazine-distributor-idUSKCN1RU25I; Sarah Ellison and Jonathan O’Connell, As a Sale of the National Enquirer Collapses, Some Wonder if the Tabloid is Too 
	11 
	18, 2019), https://www reuters.com/article/us-national-enquirer-m-a/national-enquirer
	-

	25, 2020), https://www.washingtonpost.com/lifestyle/media/as-a-sale-of-the-national-enquirer-collapses-some
	-


	Ben Smith, National Enquirer Chief David Pecker Loses Top Job in Company Merger, N.Y. TIMES (Aug. Aug. 21 Article”). Both A360Media and Accelerate 360 are reportedly controlled by Chatham Asset Management, a New Jersey hedge fund. Id. A360 Media, LLC and another entity named A360 Media Holdings, LLC are registered in Delaware. Del. Dept. of State, Div. of Corps., General Information Name Search, A360 Media) (last visited Sept. 30, 2020). AMI appears to be doing business as A360 Media, LLC per recent media r
	12 
	21, 2020), https://www.nytimes.com/2020/08/21/business/media/david-pecker-ami-ceo html (“NY Times 
	https://icis.corp.delaware.gov/Ecorp/EntitySearch/NameSearch.aspx (search entity name: 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 1, n.1; NY Times Aug. 21 Article. 
	13 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 1, n.1; Lukas I. Alpert, National Enquirer Parent Parts Ways with Dylan Howard, WALL ST. J. (Apr. howard-11586229089. 
	14 
	6, 2020), https://www.wsj.com/articles/national-enquirer-parent-parts-ways-with-dylan
	-


	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard ¶ 2. 
	15 

	MUR 7366 Compl. at 3 (citing Compl. for Declaratory Relief, McDougal v. American Media, Inc., No. BC698956 (Cal. Super. Ct. Los Angeles Cnty. Mar. 20, 2018) (“McDougal Complaint”)). 
	16 

	Joe Palazzolo & Michael Rothfeld, THE FIXERS at 146 (2020) (“The Fixers”) (Palazzolo and Rothfeld are two of the authors of The Wall Street Journal’s 2016 reporting as described infra at note 18; The Fixers expands upon the reporting in that article); see also MUR 7364 Compl. at 4 (citing Jake Pearson and Jeff Horwitz, $30,000 Rumor? Tabloid Paid for, Spiked, Salacious Trump Tip, ASSOCIATED PRESS (Apr. 12, 2018), 
	17 
	https://www.apnews.com/f37ecfc4710b468db6a103a245146172 (“Sajudin AP Article”)). 
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	1 The available information indicates that during Trump’s 2016 presidential campaign, 
	2 AMI and its executives, Pecker and Howard, after discussions with Trump and Cohen, acting as 
	3 an agent of Trump, paid $150,000 to Karen McDougal to purchase the rights to her claim that 
	4   Cohen 
	she engaged in a relationship with Trump beginning in 2006, while he was married.
	18

	5 pleaded guilty to criminal violations of the Act in connection with AMI’s payment to McDougal 
	6 and his own payment to adult film actress and director Stephanie Clifford, who also alleged an 
	7 affair with Trump while he was married; Cohen’s sworn allocution and testimony indicate that 
	8 his participation in the payments to both McDougal and Clifford was for the “principal purpose 
	9 of influencing the [2016 presidential] election.”
	19 

	News reports and Cohen’s testimony have identified Trump, AMI, Pecker, Howard, Keith Davidson, McDougal, and Stephanie Clifford as the persons anonymously referenced in documents — including the SDNY Information and Warrant Affidavit — pertaining to DOJ’s investigation and prosecution of Cohen, as follows: Trump is “Individual-1”; the Trump Organization is the “Company”; AMI is “Corporation-1”; Pecker is “Chairman1”; Howard is “Editor-1”; Davidson is “Attorney-1”; McDougal is “Woman-1”; and Clifford is “Wom
	18 
	-
	4, 2016), https://www.wsj.com/articles/national-enquirer-shielded-donald-trump-from-playboy
	-

	https://www newyorker.com/news/news-desk/donald-trump-a-playboy-model-and-a-system-for-concealing
	-

	18, 2018), https://www.nytimes.com/2018/02/18/us/politics/michael-cohen-trump.html (“NYT Feb. 18 
	9, 2018), https://www.wsj.com/articles/donald-trump
	-


	See Cohen Plea Hearing at 23, 27-28 (pleading guilty to knowingly and willfully violating 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by “causing” AMI to make a payment totaling $150,000 in 2016 to McDougal, and to knowingly and 
	19 
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	1 AMI entered into a Non-Prosecution Agreement with DOJ on September 21, 2018.  In 
	20

	2 that Non-Prosecution Agreement, AMI admitted that it made the payments to McDougal to 
	3 ensure that she did not publicize her allegations and “thereby influence [the 2016 presidential] 
	4 election.”
	21 

	5 A. Pecker, Trump, and Cohen Enter into a Catch and Kill Agreement for 
	6 Trump’s Campaign 
	7 In August 2015, Trump reportedly met with Cohen and Pecker in his Trump Tower office 
	8 AMI admitted that, at that 
	and asked Pecker what Pecker could do to help his campaign.
	22 

	9 meeting, “Pecker offered to help deal with negative stories about [Trump’s] relationships with 
	10 women by, among other things, assisting the campaign in identifying such stories so they could 
	willfully violating 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(1)(A) by making an excessive contribution in the form of a payment totaling $130,000 to Clifford, to ensure that both women did not publicize damaging allegations before the 2016 presidential election and thereby influence that election); see also SDNY Information ¶ 41-44. As discussed herein, Cohen initially made false public statements regarding the Clifford payment, and he pleaded guilty to criminal charges of making a false statement to a bank and making false st
	https://www.justice.gov/file/1115596/download

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement at 3. Pecker and Howard were reportedly granted immunity in exchange for their cooperation. Gabriel Sherman, “Holy Shit, I Thought Pecker Would Be the Last One to Turn”: Trump’s National Enquirer Allies Are the Latest to Defect, THE HIVE-VANITY FAIR (Aug. ; WSJ Nov. 9 Article; Jim Rutenberg, Rebecca R. Ruiz & Ben Protess, David Pecker, Chief of National Enquirer’s Publisher, Is Said to Get Immunity in Trump Inquiry, N.Y. TIMES (Aug. politics/david-pecker-immunity-trump html. 
	20 
	23, 2018), https://www.vanity 
	fair.com/news/2018/08/donald-trump-national-enquirer-allies-defect-david-pecker-michael-cohen
	23, 2018), https://www.nytimes.com/2018/08/23/us/ 

	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	21 

	WSJ Nov. 9 Article (citing “people familiar with the meeting” and noting that the article is based on “interviews with three dozen people who have direct knowledge of the events or who have been briefed on them, as well as court papers, corporate records and other documents”); AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3 (“In or about August 2015, David Pecker, the Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of AMI, met with Michael Cohen, an attorney for a presidential candidate, and at least one other member of the 
	22 
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	1 be purchased and their publication avoided.”  Trump reportedly directed Pecker to work with 
	23

	2 Cohen, who would inform Trump, and “Pecker agreed to keep Cohen apprised of any such 
	24

	3 negative stories.”Cohen, in his sworn testimony, confirms that there was an agreement that 
	25 

	4 AMI would catch and kill negative stories involving Trump to avoid publication of those stories, 
	5 describing catch and kill as working with news outlets to identify and purchase the rights to news 
	6 
	stories of interest and avoid their publication.
	26 

	7 It is not publicly known whether AMI either purchased directly or steered to Cohen and 
	8 the Trump Committee other Trump-related stories.  In June 2016, Howard had reportedly 
	9 “compiled a list of the dirt about Trump accumulated in AMI’s archives, dating back decades.”
	27 

	10 After Trump won the 2016 presidential election, Cohen reportedly requested everything the 
	11 Enquirer had regarding Trump, leading Howard and others to order the consolidation of Trump
	-

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. Pecker reportedly also suggested that “[h]e could use the Enquirer to slime Trump’s political opponents, both Republican and Democrat.” The Fixers at x; see also id. at 158-61, 166-67 (detailing the Enquirer’s negative coverage of Trump’s opponent Ted Cruz during the Republican primary as it coincided with Trump’s attacks on Cruz, the Enquirer’s persistent attacks on Trump’s other opponents, including, inter alia, Hillary Clinton, Marco Rubio, and Bernie Sanders, an
	23 

	The Fixers at xi. 
	24 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	25 

	House Oversight Testimony at 30 (Cohen testified that “catch and kill is a method that exists when you are working with a news outlet — in this specific case it was AMI, National Enquirer, David Pecker, Dylan Howard, and others — where they would contact me or Mr. Trump or someone and state that there’s a story that’s percolating out there that you may be interested in. And then what you do is you contact that individual and you purchase the rights to that story from them.”); see also Michael Cohen, DISLOYA
	26 

	27 
	Ronan Farrow, CATCH AND KILL: LIES, SPIES, AND A CONSPIRACY TO PROTECT PREDATORS 17 (2019) 
	(“Farrow, Catch and Kill”). The list reportedly included approximately 60 items and was titled “Donald Trump 
	Killed” in reference to stories about Trump that had been “killed.” See Politics & Prose Interview by Sunny Hostin 
	with Ronan Farrow in Washington, D.C. 
	(Oct. 21, 2019), https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FaTi090FVAA 

	(45:38-47:39). 
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	1 related materials in a safe at AMI offices in New York.Press reports indicate that during the 2 first week of November 2016 Howard ordered his staff at the Enquirer to destroy documents 3 4 B. AMI Payment to Karen McDougal 
	28 
	held in an office safe, including documents that were related to Trump.
	29 

	5 1. 6 On June 15, 2016, Keith Davidson, an attorney representing former Playboy model Karen 7 McDougal, reportedly contacted Howard about the potential sale of the rights to McDougal’s 8   Pecker and Howard then 9 informed Cohen about the McDougal story and AMI began negotiations to obtain the rights to 
	AMI’s Agreement with McDougal 
	story about her alleged affair with Trump while he was married.
	30

	10 her story “[a]t Cohen’s urging and subject to Cohen’s promise that AMI would be reimbursed.”11 Howard reportedly interviewed McDougal on June 20, 2016, and following the interview, 12 indicated to McDougal that her story was worth a limited sum without “stronger documentation” 13   Howard, Pecker, and Cohen reportedly discussed the situation via 14 conference call that day, and the three men agreed that AMI would not make an immediate 
	31 
	of the relationship.
	32

	Farrow, Catch and Kill at 17. 
	28 

	Id. at 16-17; see also Daniel Lippman, Ronan Farrow: National Enquirer Shredded Secret Trump Documents, POLITICO (Oct.shredded-trump-documents-046711; House Oversight Testimony at 128, 160 (Cohen confirming that he asked Pecker for the “treasure trove” of stories purchased by Pecker). 
	29 
	 14, 2019), https://www.politico.com/news/2019/10/14/ronan-farrow-national-enquirer
	-


	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4; The Fixers at 164; WSJ Nov. 9 Article. In March 2018, after filing a lawsuit against AMI challenging her contract, McDougal stated in a CNN interview that her relationship with Trump began in June 2006 and ended in 2007, while Trump was married to his current wife, Melania Trump. Jim Rutenberg, Ex-Playboy Model Karen McDougal Details 10-Month Affair with Donald Trump, N.Y. TIMES (Mar. Mar. 22 Article”) (cited by MUR 7366 Compl. at 3). 
	30 
	22, 2018), https://www nytimes.com/2018/03/22/us/politics/karen-mcdougal-interview html (“NY Times 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4; MUR 7332 Compl. at 3-4; MUR 7366 Compl. at 4-5. 
	31 

	The Fixers at 164-65; AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4; MUR 7366 Compl. at 5; compare McDougal New Yorker Article (stating that Howard initially valued McDougal’s story at $10,000), with The Fixers at 164-65 (stating that Howard initially valued McDougal’s story at $15,000). 
	32 
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	1   On June 27, 2016, Cohen purportedly informed Trump about McDougal’s story; Trump 
	offer.
	33

	2 reportedly then telephoned Pecker and asked him to make the McDougal story go away.
	34 

	3 McDougal, under the impression that AMI was not interested in purchasing her story, began 
	4 discussions with another media entity, ABC, in an effort to “get in front of the story.”
	35 

	5   In July 2016, 
	On July 19, 2016, Trump became the Republican presidential nominee.
	36

	6 Davidson reportedly informed Howard that he was fielding an offer from ABC but that 
	7   Howard and Pecker 
	McDougal wanted to receive a payment and assistance with her career.
	37

	8 updated Cohen, who in turn reportedly informed Trump of the situation, and they decided to 
	The Fixers at 165; see WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	33 

	The Fixers at 166; Cohen Book at 285 (stating that Trump “immediately called Pecker”); see WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	34 

	McDougal Interview with Anderson Cooper, CNN (Mar. /interview-ac.cnn) (“CNN McDougal Interview”) (“[AMI] had a 12-hour window to accept whether they wanted the story or not. They didn’t want the story . . . . I still have to get in front of the story because it’s still getting put out there. So, we went to ABC. They were very interested in the story.”); see McDougal New Yorker Article (indicating that AMI had “little interest” in McDougal’s story); McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 12-13 (indicating that McDougal was i
	35 
	22, 2018), http://edition.cnn.com/TRANSCRIPTS 
	1803/22/acd.02 html (video available at: at: https://www.cnn.com/videos/us/2018/03/23/karen-mcdougal-full
	-


	The Fixers at 166; Alexander Burns and Jonathan Martin, Donald Trump Claims Nomination, with Discord Clear but Family Cheering, N.Y. TIMES trump-rnc html. 
	36 
	(July 19, 2016), https://www.nytimes.com/2016/07/20/us/politics/donald
	-


	The Fixers at 166-68; see WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	37 
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	1   Howard and Davidson reportedly then negotiated a 
	move forward with an offer to McDougal.
	38

	2 
	contract between AMI and McDougal.
	39 

	3 AMI and McDougal entered into a contract on August 6, 2016,whereby AMI 
	40 

	4 purchased the “Limited Life Story Rights” to the story of McDougal’s relationship with “any 
	5 then-married man”   In addition, 
	— Trump — in exchange for the payment of $150,000.
	41

	6 McDougal agreed to be featured on two AMI-owned magazine covers and work with a 
	7 ghostwriter to author monthly columns for AMI publications; however, AMI was not obligated 
	8   Davidson allegedly told McDougal that AMI would purchase her story 
	to publish her columns.
	42

	9 On 
	with the purpose of not publishing it because of Pecker’s friendship with Trump.
	43 

	10 August 10, 2016, AMI sent a $150,000 payment to Davidson for the rights to McDougal’s 
	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4 (stating that “AMI communicated to Cohen that it would acquire the story to prevent its publication”); The Fixers at 168; see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article; McDougal New Yorker Article; MUR 7366 Compl. at 5 (citing McDougal Complaint). 
	38 

	The Fixers at 168-69; see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article; McDougal New Yorker Article; McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 14, 42, 46-47 (stating that AMI showed renewed interest in purchasing the rights to McDougal’s story after she shared with Davidson her concerns about publicly telling her story). 
	39 

	The contract was allegedly sent to McDougal on August 5, 2016, and she signed the contract the next morning. McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 48-55. Davidson reportedly sent the signed contract to Howard and AMI’s in-house counsel, Cameron Stracher. The Fixers at 168-69 (noting that Davidson informed ABC that McDougal would not proceed with the network and stating that Davidson notified Cohen of the signed contract). 
	40 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard, Ex. A; id., Ex. B (amending McDougal’s agreement with AMI so that she could “respond to legitimate press inquiries regarding the facts of her alleged relationship with Donald Trump”); McDougal New Yorker Article; MUR 7324 Compl. at 8 (quoting McDougal New Yorker Article); MUR 7332 Compl. at 4 (citing WSJ 2016 Article). On March 22, 2018, McDougal was interviewed by CNN and discussed her relationship with Trump at length, as well as how it led to her negotiatio
	41 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard, Ex. A at 1; see MUR 7332 Compl. at 3 (citing McDougal New Yorker Article); see also MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 6 (citing McDougal Complaint ¶ 59). 
	42 

	MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 5 (citing McDougal Complaint ¶ 47); MUR 7366 Compl. at 5 (same). 
	43 
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	1 McDougal alleges that as early as October 2016, AMI staff appeared to lack interest in 2 the columns that McDougal agreed to have published in her name.3 AMI acknowledges in the DOJ Non-Prosecution Agreement that the payment of 4 $150,000 was substantially more than AMI would normally have agreed to pay because it relied 5   Further, AMI acknowledges that 6 its “principal purpose in entering into the agreement was to suppress the model’s story so as to 7 prevent it from influencing the election” and that 
	story.
	44 
	45 
	upon Cohen’s commitment that AMI would be reimbursed.
	46
	47 

	10 corporations such as AMI are subject to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by 
	11 corporations, made for purposes of influencing an election and in coordination with or at the 
	12 request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful.”
	48 

	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5; see also Cohen Book at 286 (alleging that Pecker asked a former employee named Daniel Rotstein to use his Florida consulting company as a pass-through for AMI’s payment to Davidson). 
	44 

	McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 57-60. However, it does appear that AMI ultimately published several columns under McDougal’s name. MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 8 (“To date, AMI’s publications have published approximately twenty-five (25) columns and articles either bylined or featuring Ms. McDougal across its publications, and AMI has requested additional columns from her.”). 
	45 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5 (“AMI agreed to pay the model $150,000 — substantially more money than AMI otherwise would have paid to acquire the story — because of Cohen’s assurances to Pecker that AMI would ultimately be reimbursed for the payment.”). 
	46 

	See id. 
	47 

	Id., Ex. A ¶ 8; cf. The Fixers at 169 (noting that Pecker consulted with a campaign finance “expert” before signing off on the McDougal transaction and “believe[ed] the contract with McDougal was legally sound” because AMI agreed to pay her for future work in addition to purchasing her story rights); WSJ Nov. 9 Article (“Mr. Pecker researched campaign-finance laws before entering into the McDougal deal . . . . After speaking with an election-law specialist, Mr. Pecker concluded the company’s payment to Ms. 
	48 
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	1 2. 
	Role of Cohen, Trump, and the Trump Committee 


	2 During the negotiations concerning McDougal’s story, AMI and McDougal’s lawyer, 
	2 During the negotiations concerning McDougal’s story, AMI and McDougal’s lawyer, 
	3 Davidson, reportedly kept Cohen informed as to the status of the discussions; Cohen in turn 
	4 updated   AMI reportedly notified Cohen on multiple occasions: upon the initial 
	Trump.
	49

	5 outreach from Davidson, after its interview with McDougal, when Davidson warned Howard that 
	6 ABC was interested in McDougal’s story, and when AMI was in the process of finalizing the 
	7 Shortly after McDougal signed the agreement with AMI, 
	agreement with McDougal.
	50 

	8 Davidson reportedly contacted Cohen and informed him that the McDougal transaction had been 
	9   Cohen testified that he worked with AMI to keep McDougal’s story from 
	completed.
	51

	10 becoming public and that AMI’s payment to McDougal “was done at the direction of Mr. Trump 
	11 and in accordance with his instructions.”Cohen’s role in the transaction allegedly came as a 
	52 

	12 surprise to McDougal, who stated that Davidson and AMI staff failed to tell her that they were 
	The Fixers at 166, 168-69; WSJ Nov. 9 Article; cf. House Oversight Testimony at 29-30 (Question:  “Mr. Cohen, in your 10 years of working for Donald Trump[,] did he control everything that went on in the Trump Organization? And did you have to get his permission in advance and report back after every meeting of any importance.” Answer: “Yes. There was nothing that happened at The Trump Organization . . . that did not go through Mr. Trump with his approval and sign-off, as in the case of the payments.”). 
	49 

	The Fixers at 164-166, 168-69 (“Cohen soon learned of the ABC talks from the American Media executives and alerted Trump. They decided now was the time to buy.”); see also Cohen Book at 284-89 (describing Cohen and Trump’s involvement with AMI’s payment to McDougal and stating “[w]hen I heard about the ABC initiative, I knew it was time to act”). 
	50 

	MUR 7324 Compl. at 10 (quoting NYT Feb. 18 Article); The Fixers at 169 (noting that, when Davidson advised Cohen that the contract was fully executed, Cohen already knew and Trump knew too and was “grateful”). Cohen reportedly denied recalling these communications with Davidson when contacted by New York Times reporters prior to his plea agreement. See NYT Feb. 18 Article. 
	51 

	U.S. House of Representatives Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, Executive Session, Michael IG00-20190520-SD002.pdf (“House Intelligence Deposition”); see Cohen Plea Hearing at 23 (“[O]n or about the summer of 2016, in coordination with, and at the direction of, a candidate for federal office, I and the CEO of a media company at the request of the candidate worked together to keep an individual with information that would be harmful to the candidate and to the campaign from publicly disclosing this
	52 
	Cohen Dep. at 117, 119 (Feb. 28, 2019), https://docs.house.gov/meetings/IG/IG00/20190520/109549/HMTG-116
	-
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	1 coordinating with Trump “representatives” during the negotiation of her original agreement with 2 AMI.3 In late August and September 2016, Cohen requested to Pecker that AMI assign Cohen 4 the “limited life rights portion” of AMI’s agreement with McDougal, which “included the 5 requirement that the model not otherwise disclose her story.”  Trump and Cohen reportedly 6 also wanted Pecker to turn over AMI’s Trump-related materials because of the concern that 7 Pecker might leave AMI.Pecker agreed to assign 
	53 
	54
	55 
	a payment of $125,000.
	56

	10 
	entity set up by Cohen.
	57 

	11 In a tape recording made by Cohen during a September 2016 meeting with Trump, 
	12 Trump and Cohen appear to discuss the circumstances surrounding the assignment agreement 
	13 between AMI and Cohen and how Trump would buy the rights to McDougal’s story from 
	McDougal Complaint ¶ 20. 
	53 

	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6. 
	54 

	The Fixers at 169 (“Cohen was pushing American Media to turn over all its archival material on Trump, in case Pecker left the company. Cohen and Trump didn’t want a new chief executive with no loyalty to Trump to have control over it.”); WSJ Nov. 9 Article (“Concerned Mr. Pecker might leave American Media, Mr. Cohen wanted to buy other materials the company had gathered on Mr. Trump over the years, including source files and tips. In a meeting at the Trump Organization offices in early September, Mr. Cohen 
	55 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; The Fixers at 169-71 (identifying the Cohen-created entity as Resolution Consultants, LLC, and explaining that the $25,000 difference between the amount paid to McDougal and the amount to be paid for the assignment accounted for McDougal’s future AMI work); see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article. Because AMI purchased the rights to feature McDougal on two magazine covers and publish columns attributed to her, “Cohen and Pecker said that Trump would be liable for only a hundred
	56 
	(Apr. 29, 2019), https://www newyorker.com/magazine/2019/05/06/michael-cohens-last-days-of-freedom 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; see SDNY Cohen Sentencing Memorandum at 12. 
	57 
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	1 AMI.  In an interview that aired on the evening the tape recording was made public, Rudy 
	58

	2 Giuliani, counsel for Trump, acknowledged that the tape recording reflects a conversation 
	3 between Trump and Cohen about “how they’re going to buy the rights” to McDougal’s story 
	4 from AMI but argued that there is “[n]o indication of any crime being committed on this tape.”
	59 

	5 At one point in the recording, Cohen says, in an apparent reference to the entity he would later 
	6 create for the purchase, “I need to open up a company for the transfer of all of that info regarding 
	7   According to Cohen, Trump 
	our friend, David,” which is reportedly a reference to Pecker.
	60

	8 asks “So what do we got to pay for this?  One-fifty?”Later, Trump asks “What financing?” 
	61 

	Chris Cuomo, Kara Scannell & Eli Watkins, CNN Obtains Secret Trump-Cohen Tape, CNN (July 25, (cited by MUR 7332 Second Amend. Compl. at 3); see also Cohen Book at 287 (“I decided I needed to record a conversation with Trump about the payment for two reasons. First, to show Pecker that I was asking Trump to repay the obligation, and second, to have a record of his participation if the conspiracy ever came out. . . . I could sense the stakes were getting higher and higher as I explained the details of the tra
	58 
	2018), https://www.cnn.com/2018/07/24/politics/michael-cohen-donald-trump-tape/index.html (“CNN Article”) 
	(July 20, 2018), https://www.nytimes.com/2018/07/20/us/politics/michael-cohen-trump-tape.html (cited 

	See The Ingraham Angle, Giuliani Responds to Release of Secret Trump-Cohen Recording, FOX NEWS CHANNEL trump-cohen-recording (introducing Giuliani as “personal attorney for President Trump”); CNN Article (citing same). 
	59 
	3:05-3:10 (July 24, 2018), https://www foxnews.com/transcript/giuliani-responds-to-release-of-secret
	-


	See CNN Article; Cohen Book at 287 (“That was how we talked: euphemistically, circling a subject carefully, choosing words that might allow for some ambiguity.”). On September 30, 2016, Cohen registered Resolution Consultants LLC in Delaware; he dissolved it on October 17, 2016, the day he registered another entity, Essential Consultants LLC in Delaware. See Warrant Aff. ¶ 35.b, c; Cohen Book at 288. 
	60 

	Cohen Book at 287 (recalling “I told Trump that the amount we’re paying should include all the ‘stuff’ that Pecker had on him. By ‘stuff’ I meant any and all other salacious Trump stories we believed he possessed” and indicating that Trump responded “Yeah, I was thinking about that. . . . Maybe he gets hit by a truck.”); see CNN Article. 
	61 
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	1 and Cohen tells Trump, “We’ll have to pay.”  Cohen also states:  “I’ve spoken with [Trump 
	62

	2 Organization Chief Financial Officer] Allen Weisselberg about how to set the whole thing up 
	3 with funding.”
	63 

	4 According to Cohen, Trump was supposed to make the payment to AMI but “elected not 
	5 to pay it.”  In October 2016, after Cohen signed the assignment agreement but before Pecker 
	64

	6 was paid the $125,000, Pecker notified Cohen that he was cancelling the agreement and 
	7 AMI never received any 
	requested that Cohen tear up the agreement signed by Pecker.
	65 

	8 reimbursement or payment from Cohen, Trump, or anyone else for its payment to McDougal; 
	9 
	however, Trump reportedly thanked Pecker for purchasing McDougal’s story.
	66 

	See CNN Article. Trump then says “pay with cash,” but it is unclear whether he is instructing Cohen to pay with cash. See id. Cohen then says “no, no,” however the context is unclear. See id. During the CNN segment addressed in the CNN article, it is reported that Trump’s team argued that Trump said “don’t pay with cash . . . check.” Cuomo Prime Time (CNN television broadcast July 24, 2018). 
	62 

	CNN Article. In speaking with CNN, Alan Futerfas, a Trump Organization lawyer, rejected the notion that the reference to “cash” in the tape recording “refers to green currency” because Trump and the Trump Organization would not in the ordinary course make such a payment using actual cash. Id. Similarly, Giuliani denied that Trump would “set[] up a corporation and then us[e] cash.” Id. CNN further reported that Futerfas would not speculate as to whether the payment referenced in the conversation would have c
	63 

	House Oversight Testimony at 100 (noting that “Pecker was very angry because there was also other moneys that David had expended on [Trump’s] behalf” for which Pecker also was not reimbursed); see also 2019 New Yorker Article (“According to Cohen, McDougal’s appearance on the cover of one of [AMI’s] magazines, Muscle & Fitness Hers, led to a sizable increase in sales, and Trump decided that A.M.I. had received its money’s worth in the deal” because, as Cohen said, “‘[i]t sold over two hundred and fifty thou
	64 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; The Fixers at 170-71 (reporting that Pecker asked Cohen to tear up the assignment agreement after Pecker consulted with Stracher, AMI’s in-house counsel); WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	65 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; The Fixers at 198, 314 (stating that Trump thanked Pecker in January 2017 at Trump Tower and that Pecker told DOJ that Trump thanked him); see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	66 
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	1 Even after discussions about the assignment agreement ended, Cohen and AMI continued 2 to discuss how to deal with the McDougal story, exchanging multiple calls and texts on 3 November 4, 2016, when AMI’s payment to McDougal was reported in The Wall Street 4 .  These communications between Cohen, Pecker, and Howard were focused on 5 strategizing about how to handle McDougal, providing comments to The Wall Street Journal in 6 connection with the story, and discussing the implications of the article, which 
	Journal
	67
	days before the election.
	68
	69 

	10 In addition to Cohen’s alleged reference to Trump’s knowledge about the McDougal 11 story breaking, the available information also indicates that Trump spoke directly to Pecker 12 around that time.The Wall Street Journal article was published online the evening of 13 
	70 
	November 4th, and Pecker allegedly spoke to Trump on the telephone the following morning.
	71 

	Warrant Affidavit ¶ 40. This sworn affidavit was provided by an FBI Special Agent in support of a search warrant that was executed on April 9, 2018, for Cohen’s apartment, law office, and a hotel suite where he and his family had been staying while renovating their apartment. 
	67 

	See Warrant Affidavit ¶ 40.a-e (recounting Howard’s text message to Cohen that stated, “Let’s let the dust settle. We don’t want to push her over the edge. She’s on side at present and we have a solid position and a plausible position that she is rightfully employed as a columnist”). As the story was breaking, Cohen and Howard discussed McDougal’s reluctance to provide a statement to Davidson and strategized about how best to handle McDougal; Cohen also allegedly forwarded Howard an image of an email from a
	68 

	Id. ¶ 40. c (stating the FBI agent’s belief that “Cohen was referring to Trump when he stated ‘he’s pissed.’” and recounting that Cohen asked Howard “how the Wall Street Journal could publish its article if ‘everyone denies,’” with Howard responding, “‘Because there is the payment from AMI. It looks suspicious at best’”). 
	69 

	Id. ¶ 40.d (Cohen texted Pecker late that evening: “The boss just tried calling you. Are you free?” and then texted Howard: “Is there a way to find David quickly?”). 
	70 

	Id. ¶ 40.e. 
	71 
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	1 Despite Cohen and Trump’s knowledge of the AMI payments, the campaign, through 2 Trump Committee spokeswoman Hope Hicks, publicly denied any knowledge of the payments 3 and asserted that McDougal’s story about a relationship with Trump was “‘totally untrue.’”4 AMI asserted to The Wall Street Journal that “it wasn’t buying Ms. McDougal’s story for 5 $150,000, but rather two years’ worth of her fitness columns and magazine covers as well as 6 exclusive life rights to any relationship she has had with a then
	72 
	73 

	10 (“Amendment”), which allowed her to “respond to legitimate press inquiries regarding the facts 
	11 of her alleged relationship with Donald Trump.”  In the Amendment, AMI agreed to “retain the 
	74

	12 services” of two public relations professionals for a total of six months to provide public 
	13 relations and reputation management services and coordinate responses to the press with AMI.
	75 

	14 However, for more than a year after that, AMI instructed McDougal to say nothing about her 
	15 alleged relationship with Trump and ghostwrote email responses for McDougal to send to 
	WSJ 2016 Article; see The Fixers at 194 (reporting that Trump dictated Hicks’s response to The Wall Street Journal); WSJ Nov. 9 Article. Additionally, Hicks reportedly told DOJ officials that Pecker informed her of the substance of his response before he sent it to the Journal. The Fixers at 314. 
	72 

	WSJ 2016 Article. In a June 2017 article, however, Pecker admitted to The New Yorker that AMI’s payment to McDougal contained elements relating to his personal friendship with Trump and was predicated on her not “bashing Trump and American Media.” Jeffrey Toobin, The National Enquirer’s Fervor for Trump, THE NEW YORKER trump (“2017 New Yorker Article”) (cited by MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 6 and MUR 7332 Compl. at 3). 
	73 
	(June 26, 2017), https://www newyorker.com/magazine/2017/07/03/the-national-enquirers-fervor-for
	-


	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Ex. B (Amendment to Name and Rights License Agreement signed by McDougal on November 29, 2016, and by AMI on December 7, 2016); McDougal Complaint, Ex. B (same). 
	74 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Ex. B; McDougal Complaint, Ex. B. 
	75 

	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 (A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc., et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 18 of 51 
	1 inquiring AMI also allegedly provided the reporters with “false and misleading 
	reporters.
	76 

	2 information”
	 and later threatened McDougal with litigation if she told her story to reporters.
	77 

	3 C.  AMI’s Involvement in Payments to Other Individuals 
	4 1. 
	Dino Sajudin  

	5 In November 2015, AMI reportedly entered into an agreement, which was subsequently 
	6 amended in December 2015, with Sajudin, a former doorman at Trump World Tower in New 
	7 York City, in connection with information he claimed to have about an alleged Trump “love 
	8 child.”  Sajudin reportedly “first approached the Enquirer in the early stages of the 2016 
	78

	9 campaign” by calling the publication’s tip line with a rumor he had heard about Trump having 
	10 fathered an illegitimate child in the late 1980s with a former employee of the Trump 
	11   According to press reports, Sajudin initially signed a standard “boilerplate 
	Organization.
	79

	12 contract” with the Enquirer, agreeing to be an anonymous source who would be “paid upon 
	McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 19, 66-73. 
	76 

	McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 19, 21, 74, 84-87; MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 7 (citing McDougal Complaint ¶ 84). On March 20, 2018, McDougal filed a Complaint for Declaratory Relief that asked the court to declare her contract with AMI void because the contract was allegedly fraudulent and illegal. McDougal Complaint ¶ 5. In April 2018, AMI and McDougal reached a settlement agreement ending her lawsuit against the company and executed a new agreement, in which McDougal received the life rights to her story back
	77 
	18, 2018), https://www.nytimes.com/2018/04/18/us/politics/karen-mcdougal-american-media
	-


	Sajudin AP Article; The Fixers at 146. CNN published Sajudin’s original agreement with AMI and its subsequent amendment. images/08/24/sajudin.ami.pdf (“Sajudin Agreement”). 
	78 
	Source Agreement and Amendment, CNN (Aug. 24, 2018), https://cdn.cnn.com/cnn/2018/ 

	Prez Love Child Shocker! Ex-Trump Worker Peddling Rumor Donald Has Illegitimate Child, RADAR ONLINE (Apr. (“Radar Online Article”) (cited by MURs 7364/7366 AMI Resp. at 7, 10); Sajudin AP Article (“After initially calling the Enquirer’s tip line, Sajudin signed a boilerplate contract with the Enquirer, agreeing to be an anonymous source and be paid upon publication.”). 
	79 
	11, 2018), https://radaronline.com/exclusives/2018/04/donald-trump-love-child-rumor-scandal/ 
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	1 publication.”  Reportedly, after Sajudin entered into an agreement to serve as a source, the 2 Enquirer initially investigated the story, dispatching reporters and sending “a polygraph expert to 3 administer a lie detection test to Sajudin in a hotel near his Pennsylvania home.”  According to 4 press reports, although the Enquirer initially avoided reaching out to Trump Organization 5 employees, after the Trump Organization learned of the investigation when a reporter contacted 6 Trump’s assistant, Rhona 
	80
	81
	82 
	how he learned of the rumor.
	83 
	84 

	10 On December 17, 2015, AMI reportedly agreed to make an “up front” $30,000 payment 11 That 12 agreement stated that Sajudin would be subject to a $1 million penalty “if he shopped around his 13 information.”Immediately after Sajudin signed the agreement, the Enquirer reportedly 14   In the summer of 2017, Howard reportedly claimed that the 
	to Sajudin to prevent him from discussing the rumor about Trump fathering a child.
	85 
	86 
	stopped investigating the story.
	87

	Sajudin AP Article; see also Radar Online Article; The Fixers at 146. 
	80 

	Sajudin AP Article; see also The Fixers at 146-47 (noting that the investigators refrained from contacting Trump Organization employees). The Fixers at 147-48. Radar Online Article. The Fixers at 148. MURs 7364/7366 AMI Resp. at 8; MUR 7364 Compl. at 4, 7 (citing Sajudin AP Article); Ronan Farrow, 
	81 
	82 
	83 
	84 
	85 

	The National Enquirer, A Trump Rumor, and Another Secret Payment to Buy Silence, THE NEW YORKER (Apr. 12, secret-payment-to-buy-silence-dino-sajudin-david-pecker (“Sajudin New Yorker Article”); MUR 7366 Compl. at 2 (citing Sajudin AP Article). 
	2018), https://www newyorker.com/news/news-desk/the-national-enquirer-a-donald-trump-rumor-and-another
	-


	MUR 7364 Compl. at 6 (quoting Sajudin AP Article); Sajudin Agreement. Sajudin AP Article; The Fixers at 148-49. 
	86 
	87 
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	1 investigation was terminated on its merits because Sajudin “lacked any credibility,” however, 2 four longtime Enquirer staffers reportedly challenged this interpretation, claiming that they 3 “were ordered by top editors to stop pursuing the story before completing potentially promising 4 reporting threads” and further claimed that the “publication didn’t pursue standard Enquirer 5 reporting practices.”6 Reportedly, current and former AMI employees had noticed several aspects of the 7 payment to Sajudin t
	88
	89 

	10 then not using the information.”Similarly, according to The New Yorker, a source stated: “It’s 11 unheard of to give a guy who calls A.M.I.’s tip line big bucks for information he is passing on 12 secondhand.  We didn’t pay thousands of dollars for non-stories, let alone tens of thousands.  It 13 was a highly curious and questionable situation.”Other staffers reportedly concluded that the 14 $1 million penalty to stop the tipster from talking about the tip indicated that the payment was 15 part of a catc
	90 
	91 
	92 

	Sajudin AP Article. 
	88 

	Id. 
	89 

	Id. According to the Associated Press, “AMI threatened legal action over reporters’ efforts to interview current and former employees and hired the New York law firm Boies Schiller Flexner, which challenged the accuracy of the AP’s reporting.” Id. (noting that RadarOnline, also owned by AMI, “published details of the payment and the rumor that Sajudin was peddling” on the same day that the AP Article was published, stating “that the Enquirer spent four weeks reporting the story but ultimately decided it was
	90 

	Sajudin New Yorker Article. 
	91 

	Sajudin AP Article; see also The Fixers at 148 (noting that the $1 million penalty, while likely unenforceable in court, ensured that a source “wouldn’t take the tabloid’s money and disappear or blab to another publication. It was meant to scare them.”). 
	92 
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	1 Although the Sajudin payment is not addressed in the AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement 2 or Cohen’s plea, the payment to Sajudin was made after the purported August 2015 agreement 3 between Pecker, Trump, and Cohen that AMI would catch and kill stories that could reflect 4 Furthermore, press reports suggest that the decision 5 to pay Sajudin, outside AMI’s normal investigation practices, resulted from Pecker or another 6   Cohen, meanwhile, told the Associated Press 7 “that he had discussed Sajudin’s story wi
	negatively on Trump during the campaign.
	93 
	high level AMI official directing that payment.
	94
	95

	10 
	from the contract at some point after the 2016 presidential election.
	96 

	11 2. 12 As discussed above, Cohen paid $130,000 to Stephanie Clifford, a well-known adult-film 13 actress and director who used the professional name Stormy Daniels, to prevent the publication 14 of her story concerning her 2006 alleged relationship with Trump.  Shortly after The Washington 15 Post published a video recording of Trump appearing on the television show Access Hollywood 16 in 2005, in which Trump “bragged in vulgar terms about kissing, groping and trying to have sex 17 with women,” Davidson, 
	Stephanie Clifford 
	97

	See WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	93 

	Sajudin New Yorker Article; see also The Fixers at 148 (claiming that “[t]he reporters suspected interference from Pecker”). 
	94 

	Sajudin AP Article (noting that the “parent” of the Enquirer made the payment to Sajudin). According to Cohen, after AMI made the payment to McDougal, “Pecker was very angry because there was also other moneys that David [Pecker] had expended on [Trump’s] behalf,” and Trump declined to reimburse AMI for the other funds as well. House Oversight Testimony at 100. 
	95 

	See, e.g. Sajudin AP Article. 
	96 

	David A. Fahrenthold, Trump Recorded Having Extremely Lewd Conversation About Women in 2005, THE WASHINGTON POST (Oct. 
	97 
	7, 2016), https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/trump-recorded-having-extremely-
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	1 with AMI, reportedly contacted Howard at AMI and offered to confirm Clifford’s story on the 2 AMI, reportedly because it had already invested significant sums in paying to silence 3 Instead, it 4 appears that AMI directed the Clifford story to Cohen. 5 D. The Complaints and Responses 6 The Complaints in MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366 allege that there is reason to believe that, 7 by paying McDougal $150,000, AMI made a prohibited corporate contribution because the 8 payment was not included within the scope of
	record.
	98 
	negative stories and was growing uncomfortable, did not purchase Clifford’s story.
	99 

	10 agent of Trump.  The MUR 7332 Complaint further alleges that AMI’s payment to McDougal 11 was an excessive contribution to the Trump Committee.The Complaints in MURs 7364 and 12 7366 allege that by paying Sajudin $30,000, AMI made a prohibited corporate contribution in the 
	100
	101 

	lewd-conversation-about-women-in-2005/2016/10/07/3b9ce776-8cb4-11e6-bf8a-3d26847eeed4_story html (“Fahrenthold Article”); see Warrant Affidavit ¶ 32. 
	Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345 (“[Stormy] Daniels’s lawyer, Keith Davidson . . . had called Dylan Howard about the story first. Howard told Davidson that AMI was passing on the Daniels matter . . . [b]ut Howard directed Davidson to Michael Cohen, who established a shell company to pay Daniels $130,000 in exchange for her silence.”); see also SDNY Information ¶ 32. 
	98 

	See Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345. 
	99 

	MUR 7324 Compl. at 14-15; MUR 7332 Compl. at 8; MUR 7366 Compl. at 7-9; see also MUR 7637 Compl. at 1 (merged in relevant part into MUR 7324). 
	100 

	MUR 7332 Compl. at 8. 
	101 
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	1 form of a coordinated expenditure.Pecker is named in the Complaints in his capacity as an 2 officer of AMI at the time of the payments. 3 All but one of the Responses filed in this matter pre-date AMI and Cohen’s subsequent 4 public admissions and clarifications made in connection with their respective non-prosecution 5 agreements, plea agreements, and congressional testimony.Generally, AMI’s Responses to 6 the Complaints in these matters assert that the payment to McDougal was exempt from 7 regulation un
	102 
	103 
	104 
	105 

	10 In addition, AMI argues that payments for silence are not contributions or expenditures because 11 silence is not a “thing of value” under the Act, the payment was for a legitimate business 
	MUR 7364 Compl. at 11-12; MUR 7366 Compl. at 9. 
	102 

	The two Responses filed after the Non-Prosecution Agreement, plea agreements, and congressional testimony were in response to the Complaint in MUR 7637, which has been merged in relevant part into MUR 7324. AMI’s Response in MUR 7637 asserted that, “The record establishes that [AMI] purchased a story right from Karen McDougal and employed her to perform modeling and related journalistic services, which she performed.” MUR 7637 AMI Resp. at 1. AMI’s MUR 7637 Response does not reference its Non-Prosecution Ag
	103 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 1-2, nn.1-2 ; MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. at 3-4. In defending its payment to McDougal, AMI quotes an article in The New Yorker that states that the Enquirer has “‘paid for interviews and photographs’” since its inception and that “‘the tabloid has paid anywhere from a few hundred dollars to six figures for scoops.’” MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 16-17 (quoting 2017 New Yorker Article). 
	104 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 2; see also MUR 7637 AMI Resp. at 1 (asserting that it employed McDougal’s performance of “journalistic services”). 
	105 
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	1 purpose, and the MUR 7324 and 7332 Complaints fail to show how the McDougal payment 2 was coordinated with an agent of the Trump Committee.3 Similarly, in its Response to MURs 7364 and 7366, which predates the AMI Non4 Prosecution Agreement, AMI asserts that the Sajudin payment was exempt from regulation 5 under the press exemption.AMI contends that it investigated Sajudin’s allegations regarding 6 Trump and determined that, although Sajudin may have heard rumors regarding his allegation 7 that Trump had 
	106
	107 
	-
	108 
	109 

	10 a federal election and that the MUR 7364 Complaint is based on speculation.11 Both Trump and Giuliani, as counsel for Trump, have addressed publicly on Twitter the 12 allegations regarding the payment to McDougal, arguing that the payment did not violate the 13 law.  For example, soon after Cohen’s guilty plea, Trump and Giuliani both alleged that the 14 payments to McDougal and Clifford were not unlawful.  Trump and Giuliani also tweeted 
	110 
	111

	MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. at 5-7. AMI also contends that as of April 13, 2018, AMI had published 25 columns involving McDougal and had requested additional columns. MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 8. McDougal also appeared on a 2017 cover of AMI magazine Muscle and Fitness Hers, which, according to AMI, was the highest selling issue of the magazine for that year. Id. 
	106 

	MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. at 7-9; MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 31-32. 
	107 

	MURs 7364/7366 AMI Resp. at 1-2. 
	108 

	Id. at 2, 9. 
	109 

	Id. at 2-3. 
	110 

	Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), TWITTER (Aug. realDonaldTrump/status/1032260490439864320 (“Michael Cohen plead [sic] guilty to two counts of campaign finance violations that are not a crime.”); Rudy Giuliani (@RudyGiuliani), TWITTER (Aug. 23, 2018, 4:11 AM), , (Aug. RudyGiuliani/status/1032565618204004353 (stating that the “payments, as determined by the Edwards FEC ruling, are NOT ILLEGAL” and directing followers to an opinion piece in The Hill by Mark Penn, “demonstrating [that] Cohen pled guilty to t
	111 
	22, 2018, 9:37 AM), https://twitter.com/ 
	https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/status/1032540830794428416
	23, 2018, 5:50 AM), https://twitter.com/ 
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	1 about the payments in December 2018, around the time of Cohen’s sentencing, again tweeting 
	2 that the payments were not violations of the Act.Trump also tweeted that he “never directed 
	112 

	3 Michael Cohen to break the law.”
	113 

	4 III. LEGAL ANALYSIS 
	5 The available information indicates that AMI paid $150,000 to McDougal for the purpose 
	6 of influencing the 2016 presidential election by preventing a potentially damaging story about 
	7 Trump from becoming public before the election.  Based upon the available information, it 
	8 appears that the payment to McDougal was made with Trump’s knowledge, at the urging of and 
	9 with the promise of repayment by Cohen, acting as an agent of Trump, and as part of an 
	10 agreement between Trump and AMI to catch and kill any potentially damaging stories about 
	11 Trump’s relationships with women so that such stories would not become public during the 2016 
	12 campaign.  Likewise, the available record indicates that AMI’s payment of $30,000 to Sajudin 
	13 was made as part of this same catch and kill agreement. Although AMI contends that its 
	14 payments to McDougal and Sajudin concern the business and editorial decisions of a press entity 
	Rudy Giuliani (@RudyGiuliani), TWITTER (Dec. status/1071469692882182144 (“The President is not implicated in campaign finance violations because based on Edwards case and others the payments are not campaign contributions.”), (Dec. com/RudyGiuliani/status/1071795258177019905 (“No collusion, no obstruction now [sic] campaign finance but payments to settle lawsuits are not clearly a proper campaign contribution or expenditure. No responsible lawyer would charge a debatable campaign finance violation as a crim
	112 
	8, 2018, 1:20 PM), https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/ 
	9, 2018, 10:54 AM), https://twitter. 
	13, 2018, 9:49 AM), https://twitter. 

	11:53 payments were not a big crime. I have said consistently that the Daniels and McDougall [sic] payments are not crimes and tweeted a great article yesterday making that point. If it isn’t a witch-hunt why are they pursuing a non-crime.”), (Dec. payments to Daniels and McDougall [sic] do not violate the law. Congress has spent millions settling sexual harassment claims against members which are not reported as campaign contributions. Why aren’t those Congressmen under investigation.”); Donald J. Trump (@
	AM), https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/status/1073622122235355136 (“CORRECTION: I didn’t say 
	19, 2018, 10:04 PM), https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/status/1075587822449500161 (“The 
	https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1073207272069890049 (“Cohen was guilty on many charges unrelated 

	Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), TWITTER (Dec. Trump/status/1073205176872435713 (“He was a lawyer and he is supposed to know the law.”). 
	113 
	13, 2018, 8:17 AM), https://twitter.com/realDonald 
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	1 and thus are not subject to Commission regulation, the available information indicates that 2 AMI’s payments to McDougal and Sajudin were not made in connection with AMI’s business or 3 editorial functions. Instead, the available information indicates that AMI’s payments were made 4 to benefit Trump’s campaign, were made at Trump’s direction, and, for the reasons explained 5 below, were not covered by the press exemption.  Thus, the available information supports the 6 conclusion that the AMI’s payments w
	10 Sajudin.  As explained below, the record indicates that there is reason to believe that these 11 violations were knowing and willful. 12 A. Press Exemption 
	13 Under the Act, a “contribution” includes “any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit 14 of money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election 15 for Federal office,”and an “expenditure” includes “any purchase, payment, distribution, loan, 16 advance, deposit, or gift of money or anything of value, made by any person for the purpose of 17 influencing any election for Federal office.”  Under Commission regulations, the phrase 18 “anything of value” includes all
	114 
	115
	116 
	117 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A). 52 U.S.C. § 30101(9)(A). 11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d)(1). 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(7)(B)(i) (treating as contributions any expenditures made “in cooperation, 
	114 
	115 
	116 
	117 

	consultation, or concert, with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate,” the candidate’s authorized committee, 
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	1 Under the Act, the definition of “expenditure” does not include “any news story, 2 commentary, or editorial distributed through the facilities of any broadcasting station, newspaper 3 magazine, or other periodical publication, unless such facilities are owned or controlled by any 4 political party, political committee, or candidate.”This exemption is called the “press 5 exemption” or “media exemption.”  Costs covered by the exemption are also exempt from the 6 Act’s disclosure and reporting requirements.I
	118 
	119
	120 
	121 

	10 The first inquiry is whether the entity engaging in the activity is a “press entity.”  Second, the 11 Commission determines the scope of the exemption by applying the two-part analysis presented 12 in Reader’s Digest Association v. FEC: (1) whether the entity is owned or controlled by a 13 political party, political committee, or candidate; and (2) whether the entity is acting within its 14 “legitimate press function” in conducting the activity.
	122
	123 

	or their agents); see 11 C.F.R. § 109.20 (defining “coordination”); see also Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, 46-47 (1976). 
	52 U.S.C. § 30101(9)(B)(i). Commission regulations further provide that neither a “contribution” nor an “expenditure” results from “[a]ny cost incurred in covering or carrying a news story, commentary, or editorial by any broadcasting station (including a cable television operator, programmer or producer), Web site, newspaper, magazine, or other periodical publication, including any Internet, or electronic publication” unless the facility is “owned or controlled by any political party, political committee, 
	118 

	Advisory Op. 2011-11 (Colbert) at 6 (“AO 2011-11”); Advisory Op. 2008-14 (Melothé) at 3 (“AO 200814”). 
	119 
	-

	AO 2011-11 at 6, 8-10 (discussing costs that are within this exemption and also costs that are not). 
	120 

	Advisory Op. 2005-16 (Fired Up!) at 4 (“AO 2005-16”). 
	121 

	122 
	Id. 

	See Reader’s Digest Ass’n v. FEC, 509 F. Supp. 1210, 1214-15 (S.D.N.Y. 1981); AO 2011-11 at 6-7. When determining whether the entity was acting within the scope of a legitimate press function at the time of the alleged violation, the Commission considers two factors: (1) whether the entity’s materials are available to the 
	123 
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	1 The Commission has long recognized that an entity otherwise eligible for the press 
	2 exemption “would not lose its eligibility merely because of a lack of objectivity in a news story, 
	3 commentary, or editorial, even if the news story, commentary, or editorial expressly advocates 
	4 the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate for Federal office.”Nonetheless, “the 
	124 

	5 Commission is also mindful that a press entity’s press function is ‘distinguishable from active 
	6 participation in core campaign or electioneering functions.’”  In other words, “the press 
	125

	7 exemption covers press activity, not campaign activity by a press entity.”
	126 

	8 Although the Commission considers “legitimate press function” broadly, not all actions 
	9 taken by press entities are considered legitimate press functions for purposes of the media 
	10 exemption.The court in Reader’s Digest Association reasoned that: 
	127 

	11 [T]he statute would seem to exempt only those kinds of distribution that 12 fall broadly within the press entity’s legitimate press function.  It would 13 not seem to exempt any dissemination or distribution using the press 14 entity’s personnel or equipment, no matter how unrelated to its press 15 function.  If, for example, on Election Day a partisan newspaper hired an 16 army of incognito propaganda distributors to stand on street corners 17 denouncing allegedly illegal acts of a candidate and sent so
	128 

	general public; and (2) whether they are comparable in form to those ordinarily issued by the entity. See Reader’s Digest Ass’n, 509 F. Supp. at 1215; Factual & Legal Analysis at 4, MUR 7231 (CNN); Advisory Op. 2016-01 (Ethiq) at 3. However, because the activity here does not include the publication of any materials, this second factor is not relevant to the analysis. 
	Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 7206 (Bonneville International Corp.) (quotation marks omitted) (quoting AO 2005-16 at 6); Factual & Legal Analysis at 3, MUR 6579 (ABC News, Inc.). 
	124 

	AO 2011-11 at 8 (quoting AO 2008-14). 
	125 

	126 
	Id. 

	See McConnell v. FEC, 540 U.S. 93, 208 (2003) (commenting that the press exemption “does not afford carte blanche to media companies generally to ignore FECA’s provisions”). 
	127 

	Reader's Digest, 509 F. Supp. at 1214; see also McConnell, 540 U.S. at 208 (noting that the press exemption “does not afford carte blanche to media companies generally to ignore FECA’s provisions”); AO 2011
	128 
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	1 When analyzing a press entity’s activities outside of the distribution of news stories, 2 commentary, and editorials through media facilities, a court has found the press exemption 3 applicable when the actions in question pertain to seeking subscribers or promoting the 4 publication.A district court has also observed that the Commission has a limited ability to 5 investigate activities that potentially may be normal press functions but are nevertheless unusual; 6 such activities may be subject to additio
	129 
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	10 form” analysis as set forth in the U.S. Supreme Court’s FEC v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life 11 decision (“MCFL”), which examined whether the activity in question is comparable in form to 12 the press entity’s regular activities, considering whether the complained-of activities and content 13 are produced in the same manner, using the same people, and subject to the same review and 14 distribution as the press entity’s general activities.15 In an Advisory Opinion analyzing the formation of a political 
	131 

	11 at 8 (“While the press exemption covers press activity, it does not cover campaign activity, even if the campaign 
	activity is conducted by a press entity”). FEC v. Phillips Publishing Inc., 517 F. Supp. 1308, 1313 (D.D.C. 1981) (applying the press exemption to a letter soliciting new subscribers). 
	129 

	Phillips at 1313-14. AO 2011-11 at 8 (citing FEC v. Mass. Citizens for Life (“MCFL”), 479 U.S. 238, 251 (1986)). 
	130 
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	1 would be covered by the press exemption; however, Viacom could not create content for 2 Colbert’s committee for distribution outside of his television show, or administer the political 3 committee, because such activities would amount to “active participation [by Viacom] in core 4 campaign or electioneering functions.”  In reaching this conclusion, the Commission 5 explained that to allow Viacom to produce content for the Colbert committee to distribute 6 beyond the show under these circumstances “would s
	132
	133 
	134 

	10 explained when analyzing “legitimate press functions” that “the provision of personnel to benefit 
	11 a political campaign is not a legitimate press function.”
	135 

	12 Here, the available information indicates that the press exemption does not cover AMI’s 
	13 payments to McDougal or Sajudin.  AMI appears to be a press entity that has produced news 
	14 stories on a regular basis through a variety of periodical publications,and AMI represents that 
	136 

	15 it is not owned or controlled by a political party, political committee, or federal candidate.
	137 

	Id. at 9. 
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	Id. (citing MCFL, 479 U.S. at 251; Reader’s Digest Ass’n, 509 F. Supp. at 1214; McConnell, 540 U.S. at 208). 
	133 

	Factual & Legal Analysis at 8-9, MUR 7073 (Meluskey for U.S. Senate, Inc.) (finding that the press exemption did not cover a candidate’s radio show when the candidate or a business entity affiliated with the candidate paid radio stations to air his radio show); see also Factual & Legal Analysis at 6, MUR 6089 (People with Hart) (finding that a station does not act as a press entity when it sells airtime to another party and cedes editorial control). 
	134 

	AO 2008-14 at 6. 
	135 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 1; MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Howard Aff. ¶¶ 5-11. 
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	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 12; see also id., Howard Aff. ¶ 3. 
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	1 Although AMI appears to argue that the First Amendment in general protects it from 2 mere inquiry into why it chooses not to run stories, such inquiry is unnecessary in this matter 3 because AMI, after submitting its Response, admitted in its Non-Prosecution Agreement with 4 DOJ that its actions were not undertaken in connection with any press function but were rather to 5 benefit Trump, a personal friend of Pecker, and his campaign.Similarly, AMI’s assertion in 6 its Response that it developed renewed in
	138 
	139 

	10 election” and that “[a]t no time during the negotiation for or acquisition of [McDougal’s] story 11 did AMI intend to publish the story or disseminate information about it publicly.”As a result, 12 AMI’s editorial judgment is not at issue in these matters, because AMI has already 13 acknowledged that it made or facilitated the payments to McDougal and Clifford for an electoral, 14 as opposed to editorial, purpose.15 In addition to this admission, AMI’s payment to McDougal would not meet the standard 16 s
	140 
	141 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5 (“Despite the cover and article features to the agreement, AMI’s principal purpose in entering into the agreement was to suppress the model’s story so as to prevent it from influencing the election. At no time during the negotiation for or acquisition of the model’s story did AMI intend to publish the story or disseminate information about it publicly.”). Compare MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 20-21 with AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement at 1-3, Ex. A ¶ 3 (stating that “AMI
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	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 6. 
	139 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5. 
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	Id. at 1-3 (stating that “AMI accepts and acknowledges as true the facts” contained in Exhibit A). 
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	1 would typically pay for stories because AMI expected to be reimbursed by Trump.This 2 acknowledgement, along with information indicating that AMI valued McDougal’s contributions 3 to its publications at significantly less than the $150,000 it paid to her, strongly indicates that the 4 payment to McDougal is inconsistent with AMI’s regular treatment of other sources, that the 5 payment was not made to secure material to be used in producing and distributing content, and 6 that the payment was not made in t
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	10 beyond those contemplated by Congress and the Supreme Court.”11 AMI’s involvement in both the payment to McDougal and the payment Cohen made to 12 Clifford on behalf of Trump, along with the overlap of individuals involved in the discussion and 13 negotiation of both payments, as well as AMI’s admitted involvement in an effort to identify and 14 purchase stories damaging to Trump’s campaign, suggest an ongoing pattern of using AMI 15 resources to make payments for the purpose of benefitting Trump’s campa
	144 
	145 

	Id., Ex. A ¶ 5; see also McDougal New Yorker Article (“In June [2016], when McDougal began attempting to sell the story of her months-long relationship with Trump, which had taken place a decade earlier, Cohen urged Pecker to buy her account and then bury it — a practice, in the argot of tabloids, known as ‘catch and kill.’ Cohen promised Pecker that Trump would reimburse A.M.I. for the cost of McDougal’s silence.”). 
	142 

	See WSJ Nov. 9 Article (reporting that, in Pecker and Cohen’s contemplated agreement to transfer the rights to McDougal’s story to Trump for $125,000, “the magazine covers and fitness columns, the rights to which the publisher would retain” were valued at $25,000). 
	143 

	AO 2011-11 at 9. 
	144 

	See SDNY Information ¶¶ 24-44; WSJ Jan. 12 Article (outlining details of the payment to Clifford); Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345 (noting AMI’s involvement in the payments to McDougal, Sajudin, and Clifford). 
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	1 the record.  According to press reports, AMI, unwilling to make an additional payment to 
	146

	2 benefit Trump’s campaign, nevertheless served as an intermediary to facilitate Clifford’s 
	3 silence and put Davidson in touch with Michael Cohen, who then negotiated a $130,000 
	147

	4 agreement to purchase Clifford’s silence.Davidson’s reported multiple negotiations with 
	148 

	5 AMI, each of which ultimately resulted in a payment to prevent the publication of a story that 
	6 might damage the Trump campaign, indicate his awareness of AMI’s general willingness to 
	7 purchase stories in order to benefit Trump’s campaign, and not for legitimate press activity.
	149 

	8 Finally, AMI’s own admissions to DOJ that it had “offered to help with negative stories about [a] 
	9 presidential candidate’s relationships with women by, among other things, assisting the 
	10 campaign in identifying such stories so they could be purchased and their publication 
	11 avoided,” indicate an ongoing pattern of using AMI resources to make payments for the 
	150

	See SDNY Information ¶ 32. 
	146 

	See supra Section II.C.2; Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345 (“[Stormy] Daniels’s lawyer, Keith Davidson . . . had called Dylan Howard about the story first. Howard told Davidson that AMI was passing on the Daniels matter . . . [b]ut Howard directed Davidson to Michael Cohen, who established a shell company to pay Daniels $130,000 in exchange for her silence.”); The Fixers at 176-78 (reporting Howard’s initial interest in and Pecker’s reluctance to purchasing the rights to Clifford’s story and Howard’s involveme
	147 

	House Oversight Testimony at 21 (“In 2016, prior to the election, I was contacted by Keith Davidson, who is the attorney — or was the attorney for Ms. Clifford, or Stormy Daniels.”); id. at 34 (“The $130,000 number was not a number that was actually negotiated. It was told to me by Keith Davidson that this is a number that Ms. Clifford wanted.”); see McDougal New Yorker Article; SDNY Information ¶ 32; The Fixers at 178; WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	148 

	See McDougal Complaint ¶ 47 (alleging that Davidson told McDougal that AMI “would buy the story not to publish it, because Mr. Pecker (AMI’s CEO) was a close friend of Mr. Trump” (emphasis in original)); see also The Fixers at 164-65; WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	149 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
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	1 purpose of benefitting a candidate, admittedly without regard to its editorial decisions or press
	-

	2 related activity such as disseminating news and increasing readership.
	151 

	3 AMI’s payment to Sajudin fits this pattern as well.  Experienced Enquirer staffers 
	4 reportedly identified “the abrupt end to reporting combined with a binding, seven-figure penalty 
	5 to stop the tipster from talking to anyone” as hallmarks of a catch and kill operation.  Further, 
	152

	6 sources who purportedly were involved with the investigation of Sajudin’s tip reportedly stated 
	7 that the decision to stop investigating was not an editorial decision but one made by Pecker 
	8 personally.  One of those sources added, “There’s no question it was done as a favor to 
	153

	9 continue to protect Trump from these potential secrets. That’s black-and-white.”  Finally, 
	154

	10 former AMI employees stated to The New Yorker that Cohen was kept apprised of the 
	11 investigation of Sajudin’s story, indicating that the decision to purchase and silence Sajudin’s 
	12 story was made for political, rather than editorial, purposes.These statements, which detail 
	155 

	See MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 5. AMI appears to argue that the First Amendment in general protects it from inquiry into why it chooses not to run stories and asserts that any inquiry would be chilling on the press. Id. at 20-21. However, no such inquiry is necessary in this matter because AMI, after submission of its Response, admitted that its actions were not undertaken in connection with AMI’s work as a conglomerate of press entities but rather to benefit a personal friend of Pecker. Specifically, AMI 
	151 

	MUR 7364 Compl. at 5 (quoting Sajudin AP Article). 
	152 

	Sajudin New Yorker Article; see also The Fixers at 148-49. 
	153 

	Sajudin New Yorker Article. 
	154 

	See id. Other sources indicate that Cohen learned of the story when a reporter, unbeknownst to her editors, contacted Rhona Graff. After learning of this call, Cohen reportedly contacted Howard and “pleaded with him not to publish the story.” The Fixers at 147. 
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	1 the ways in which the payment was not comparable to AMI’s regular activities in form, scale, 2 personnel, or process, indicate that the decisions surrounding AMI’s decision to pay Sajudin 3 amounted to “active participation in core campaigning functions,” and were not the sort of 4 activity intended to be protected under the press exemption.5 Available information suggests that Sajudin possessed information, which, like Clifford’s 6 and McDougal’s information, could have harmed Trump’s chances of winning 
	156 
	157 
	158 

	10 payments to McDougal were part of an overall scheme to benefit Trump in the election by 
	11 identifying and purchasing stories that could damage Trump, the available information supports 
	12 the reasonable inference that AMI’s purchase of Sajudin’s story was part of that same scheme to 
	13 benefit a candidate and was undertaken without regard for editorial or other legitimate press 
	14 function-related considerations.  
	See AO 2011-11 at 8 (quotation marks omitted). 
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	Compare AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3 (outlining the overall agreement to “help deal with negative stories about that presidential candidate’s relationships with women by, among other things, assisting the campaign in identifying such stories so they could be purchased and their publication avoided”), with MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Howard Aff., Ex. A ¶ 7 (requiring McDougal to maintain her silence about her relationship with “any then-married man” and providing that AMI would be entitled to $150,
	157 

	See supra Section II.C.1; The Fixers at 148; Sajudin Agreement at 4; see also House Oversight Testimony at 128, 132 (Cohen discusses Pecker’s actions to protect Trump and appears to refer to the payment to Sajudin). 
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	1 In light of all of these circumstances, which include AMI’s express admissions that it 2 used a press entity’s resources to provide benefits to a candidate, which were unrelated to its 3 legitimate press function, the press exemption does not apply to the payments at issue. 4 B. The Commission Finds Reason to Believe that AMI’s Payments to McDougal 
	5 and Sajudin Were Prohibited Corporate Contributions 
	6 1. 7 8 a. Coordination 9 The Act and Commission regulations prohibit corporations from making contributions to 10 candidate committees in connection with a federal election.  Likewise, it is unlawful for any 11 candidate, candidate committee, or other person to knowingly accept or receive such a prohibited 12 contribution, and for any officer or director of a corporation to consent to any such 13 contribution.  The Commission has consistently found that payments by a third party that are 14 intended to in
	The Commission Finds Reason to Believe that AMI’s Payments to 
	McDougal and Sajudin Were Coordinated Expenditures 
	159
	160

	16 the expenditure to the candidate or political committee with whom the expenditure was 17 coordinated.
	161 

	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b). 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b), (d)-(e). See 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a)-(b); see, e.g., Conciliation Agreement ¶¶ IV.7-11, V.1-2, MUR 6718 (Sen. John 
	159 
	160 
	161 

	E. Ensign) (Apr. 18, 2013) (acknowledging that third parties’ payment, in coordination with a federal candidate, of severance to a former employee of the candidate’s authorized committee and leadership PAC resulted in an excessive, unreported in-kind contribution by the third parties to the candidate and the two political committees); Factual & Legal Analysis at 30-33, MURs 4568, 4633, and 4634 (Triad Mgmt. Servs., Inc.) (finding reason to believe that by offering fundraising support, campaign management co
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	1 The available information indicates that AMI’s payments to McDougal and Sajudin were 2 “coordinated” with Trump and his agent Cohen because they were made “in cooperation, 3 consultation or concert with, or at the request or suggestion” of Trump, personally, and Cohen in 4 his capacity as an agent for Trump.5 Trump reportedly held the August 2015 meeting with Pecker and Cohen, in which Pecker 6 agreed to purchase negative stories on behalf of Trump and his campaign, in his office at Trump 7 Tower, suggest
	162 
	163

	10 AMI’s negotiations with individuals possessing potentially damaging stories by contacting AMI 11 directly, and by receiving updates concerning AMI’s negotiations from Cohen.For example, 12 according to press reports and Cohen himself, on June 27, 2016, after Cohen notified Trump that 13 AMI was in contact with McDougal, Trump telephoned Pecker and asked Pecker to make 14 McDougal’s story go away.Press reports also indicate that later, when AMI informed Cohen 15 that McDougal was fielding an offer from AB
	164 
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	52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(7)(B)(i); 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a)-(b). 
	162 

	See WSJ Nov. 9 Article; AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	163 

	The Fixers at 166-68 (detailing Trump’s awareness of AMI’s negotiations with McDougal); Cohen Book at 285 (stating that, after receiving an update from Cohen about McDougal’s story, Trump “immediately called Pecker”); see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	164 

	See The Fixers at 166; Cohen Book at 285. 
	165 

	See The Fixers at 168-69; see also House Oversight Testimony at 29-30 (“[Question:] Mr. Cohen, in your 10 years of working for Donald Trump[,] did he control everything that went on in the Trump Organization? And did you have to get his permission in advance and report back after every meeting of any importance. [Answer:] Yes. There was nothing that happened at The Trump Organization . . . that did not go through Mr. Trump with his approval and sign-off, as in the case of the payments.”). 
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	1 information also indicates that AMI reportedly initially placed a low value on McDougal’s story 2 but was nevertheless directed by Trump to purchase her story.Thus, the record indicates that 3 AMI acted in consultation with and at the request or suggestion of Trump. 4 In addition, AMI has admitted in its Non-Prosecution Agreement with DOJ that it made 5 its payment to McDougal “in cooperation, consultation, and concert with, and at the request and 6 suggestion of one or more members or agents of a candida
	167 
	168 

	10 As relevant here, the Commission has defined an “agent” of a federal candidate as “any 11 person who has actual authority, either express or implied,” to engage in certain activities with 12 respect to the creation, production, or distribution of communications.  That definition applies 13 in the contexts of coordinated communications and non-communication coordinated 14 expenditures.  The Commission has explained that “[t]he grant and scope of the actual 15 authority, whether the person is acting within
	169
	170

	See supra Section II.B. 
	167 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 2. 
	168 

	11 C.F.R. § 109.3. 
	169 

	Id.; see also id. § 109.21(a) (addressing actions of “an agent” with respect to coordinated communications); id. § 109.20(a) (addressing non-communication activities of “an agent” with respect to coordinated expenditures); Coordinated and Independent Expenditures, 68 Fed. Reg. 421, 425 (Jan. 3, 2003) (“Coordination E&J”) (explaining that section 109.20(b) applies to “expenditures that are not made for communications but that are coordinated with a candidate, authorized committee, or political party committe
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	1 whether he or she is acting on behalf of the principal or a different person, are factual 2 determinations that are necessarily evaluated on a case-by-case basis in accordance with 3 traditional agency principles.”It has also explained that “[a]n agent’s actual authority is 4 created by manifestations of consent (express or implied) by the principal to the agent about the 5 agent’s authority to act on the principal’s behalf.”Further, the regulatory definitions of 6 “agent” “cover the wide range of activit
	171 
	172 
	173 

	10 individuals where the candidate privately instructed the individual to avoid raising non-Federal 11 funds, actions by individuals acting under indirect signals from a candidate, and actions by 12 individuals who willfully keep a candidate, political party committee, or other political 13 committee ignorant of their prohibited activity.  Thus, the Commission has concluded that an 14 individual is an agent of the candidate when the candidate “provides [that individual] with actual 15 authority.”16 The avai
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	Coordination E&J, 68 Fed. Reg. at 425. Advisory Op. 2007-05 (Iverson) at 3-4 (“AO 2007-05”) (citing Agency E&J, 71 Fed. Reg. at 4976 and stating that if a candidate or federal officeholder provides an individual “with actual authority to solicit and receive 
	171 
	172 

	contributions, then [that individual] would be an agent of a [f]ederal candidate or officeholder”) (internal citations omitted). Agency E&J, 71 Fed. Reg. at 4976-77. Id. at 4978-79. AO 2007-05 at 4. 
	173 
	174 
	175 

	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 (A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc., et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 40 of 51 
	1 payment scheme, it appears that Cohen played a crucial role in identifying to AMI Trump’s 2 interest in suppressing the story, negotiating, on Trump’s behalf, the terms of AMI’s payment, 3 and negotiating (even if unsuccessfully) the terms of Trump’s repayment of those funds, acting 4 at Trump’s direction and with his approval to proceed.  The guilty plea from Cohen, the 5 admissions from AMI, and information in press reports about Cohen’s actions taken on Trump’s 6 authority and Trump’s manifestations of
	176
	177 

	10 was also made in accordance with the catch and kill agreement between Trump and AMI.  The 11 payment to Sajudin was made in late 2015, subsequent to Trump’s August 2015 meeting and 12 agreement with Cohen and Pecker.The amount of the payment was also unusual when 13 compared to AMI’s payments to legitimate sources, because it was paid prior to publication or 14 investigation, was for a substantial sum, and carried an even more substantial penalty for 15 disclosure. The circumstances and timing of the pay
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	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶¶ 4-6 (stating that AMI began negotiations with Davidson and McDougal “[a]t Cohen’s urging and subject to Cohen’s promise that AMI would be reimbursed”); The Fixers at 147-48, 166-68 (detailing Cohen’s involvement in the McDougal payment scheme); Cohen Book at 284-89 (same). 
	176 

	The available information indicates that Trump, directly and through his counsel, Giuliani, has not denied that Cohen’s actions in connection with the McDougal and Clifford payments were undertaken as Trump’s agent. See supra Section II.D. The lawfulness of the activity is not, however, relevant to the agency determination; the Commission has explained that it “rejects . . . the argument that a person who has authority to engage in certain activities should be considered to be acting outside the scope of hi
	177 

	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
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	1 agreeing to catch and kill such stories on behalf of Trump.  Additionally, Cohen has appeared to 2 testify to his awareness of the payment to Sajudin.  A payment made by AMI pursuant to the 3 catch and kill agreement between Pecker, Trump, and Cohen is a payment made by AMI in 4 consultation with and at the request or suggestion of Trump and Cohen, as an agent of Trump. 5 Accordingly, the AMI payments to McDougal and Sajudin meet the definition of 6 “coordinated” in 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a) in that they were
	179

	10 b. For the Purpose of Influencing an Election 11 The “purpose” of influencing a federal election is a necessary element in defining 12 whether a payment is a “contribution” or “expenditure” under the Act and Commission 13 regulations.  In analyzing whether a payment made by a third party is a “contribution” or 14 “expenditure,” the Commission has concluded that “the question under the Act is whether” the 15 donation, payment, or service was “provided for the purpose of influencing a federal election 16 [
	180
	181
	182 

	See House Oversight Testimony at 128, 132 (discussing Pecker’s actions to protect Trump and appearing to refer to the payment to Sajudin, as well as Cohen and Trump’s attempt to purchase the rights to stories silenced by AMI and the “treasure trove of documents” related to those stories). 
	179 

	See 52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i), (9)(A)(i). 52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i), (9)(A)(i). Factual & Legal Analysis at 6, MUR 7024 (Van Hollen for Senate). 
	180 
	181 
	182 

	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 (A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc., et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 42 of 51 
	1 communications that expressly advocate for the election or defeat of a specific candidate, or 
	2 inferred from the surrounding circumstances.
	183 

	3 When electoral purpose is not apparent on its face, the Commission has previously 
	4 concluded that payments would result in a contribution or expenditure if they were made to 
	5 potentially advance a candidacy, if they were made because of the beneficiary’s status as a 
	6 federal candidate, or if the payment was coordinated with the candidate or his campaign.   
	7 For example, in Advisory Opinion 1990-05, the Commission concluded that the 
	8 publication expenses of a newsletter by a candidate-owned company would be expenditures if 
	9 the newsletter referred to the candidate’s campaign or qualifications for office, referred to issues 
	10 or policy positions raised in the campaign (by the candidate or her opponents), or if the 
	11 distribution of the newsletter significantly expanded or otherwise indicated that it was being used 
	12 as a campaign communication.The Commission indicated that any discussion of issues or 
	184 

	13 policies “closely associated” with the candidate’s federal campaign “would be inevitably 
	See, e.g., Advisory Op. 2000-08 (Harvey) at 1, 3 (“AO 2000-08”) (concluding private individual’s $10,000 “gift” to federal candidate would be a contribution because “the proposed gift would not be made but for the recipient’s status as a Federal candidate”); Advisory Op. 1990-05 (Mueller) at 4 (“AO 1990-05”) (explaining that solicitations and express advocacy communications are for the purpose of influencing an election and concluding, after examining circumstances of the proposed activity, that federal can
	183 

	AO 1990-5 at 4. 
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	1 perceived by readers as promoting your candidacy,” and the newsletter would therefore be 
	2 “viewed by the Commission as election-related and subject to the Act.”
	185 

	3 Similarly, in Advisory Opinion 2000-08, the Commission concluded that a donor’s 
	4 provision of a monetary “gift” to a federal candidate to express “gratitude” and “deep 
	5 appreciation” to him for running for office would be made to influence a federal election — 
	6 notwithstanding the donor’s statements that he intended that the gift be used solely for personal 
	7 expenses and did not “wish to directly support [the candidate’s] campaign” — because “the 
	8 proposed gift would not be made but for the recipient’s status as a Federal candidate; it is, 
	9 therefore, linked to the Federal election” and “would be considered a contribution.”
	186 

	10 Conversely, the Commission has previously found that activity by or in connection with a 
	11 federal candidate that is undertaken for any number of non-electoral purposes — including, e.g., 
	12 activity to advance a commercial interest, fulfill the obligations of holding federal office, or 
	187
	188

	Id. at 2, 4. 
	185 

	AO 2000-08 at 2-3. 
	186 

	E.g., Advisory Op. 2012-31 (AT&T) at 4 (wireless carrier charging a reduced fee to process text message-based donations to federal candidates did not thereby make “contributions” to the candidates because the reduced fee “reflects commercial considerations and does not reflect considerations outside of a business relationship”); Advisory Op. 2004-06 at 4 (Meetup) (commercial web service provider that can be used to arrange meetings and events based on shared interests did not make contributions by featuring
	187 

	E.g., Advisory Op. 1981-37 at 2 (Gephardt) (concluding that federal candidate did not receive a contribution by appearing at a series of “public affairs forums” paid for by a corporation because “the purpose of the activity is not to influence the nomination or election of a candidate for Federal office but rather in connection with the duties of a Federal officeholder” regardless of indirect benefit to future campaigns). 
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	1 engage in non-candidate oriented election litigation  — does not necessarily result in a 2 “contribution” or “expenditure,” even if such activity confers a benefit on a federal candidate or 3 otherwise impacts a federal election. 4 With respect to the McDougal payment, it is unnecessary to infer the circumstances 5 behind the payment; both AMI and Cohen have already acknowledged, in a sworn plea, 6 agreement, and testimony, that the purpose of paying McDougal was to prevent her story from 7 influencing th
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	10 2016 presidential election and thereby influence that election.”Further, AMI admits that the 11 payment to McDougal was part of an overarching scheme in “assisting [the] campaign” in 12 identifying and purchasing “negative stories about [his] relationships with women” to prevent 13 their publication.Cohen admits that he worked with AMI, the Enquirer, Pecker, and Howard 14 to catch and kill McDougal’s story and that his work with AMI in connection with the $150,000 15 payment was done “at the request of t
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	192 

	E.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 8, MUR 7024 (Van Hollen for Senate) (free legal services provided to a federal candidate challenging FEC disclosure regulations were not contributions because the services were provided “for the purpose of challenging a rule of general application, not to influence a particular election”); cf. Advisory Op. 1980-57 at 3 (Bexar County Democratic Party) (funds raised for federal candidate’s lawsuit seeking removal of a potential opponent from the ballot were contributions beca
	189 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶¶ 2, 5. 
	190 

	Id. ¶ 3. 
	191 

	House Oversight Testimony at 30, 99-100 (noting that Pecker had paid hush money to other individuals in addition to McDougal); Cohen Plea Hearing at 23; see supra note 18. 
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	1 in these matters — including the timing of the negotiations and payments to McDougal and 
	2 Sajudin, the terms of the agreements relative to AMI’s usual practices, the release from the non
	-

	3 disclosure provisions shortly after the election, and the coordination between AMI, Trump, and 
	4 Cohen — indicates that the payments would not have been made absent Trump’s status as a 
	193

	5 candidate.  As with the facts the Commission considered in Advisory Opinions 1990-05 and 
	6 2000-08, the available information in this matter supports the conclusion that the purpose of the 
	7 McDougal and Sajudin payments was to influence the 2016 election, irrespective of any 
	8 incidental effects they may have had on Trump personally.  Although McDougal and 
	194

	9 Sajudin’s stories involved years-and decades-old allegations, respectively, and Pecker and 
	10 Trump reportedly have a longstanding friendship such that “critical coverage of Trump 
	11 vanished” once Pecker “took over” AMI,AMI’s specific catch and kill effort to obtain and 
	195 

	See supra Sections II.A, B, C.1 (discussing McDougal and Sajudin’s negotiations with AMI after the August 2015 meeting between Pecker, Cohen, and Trump, during which they agreed that Pecker would catch and kill negative stories about Trump’s relationships with women so that they were not published before the election); AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5 (acknowledging that $150,000 payment to McDougal was substantially higher that AMI would normally pay); Sajudin AP Article (reporting that the amount 
	193 
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	See Advisory Op. 1990-05 at 4; Advisory Op. 2000-08 at 2-3. In Advisory Opinion 2000-08, the Commission also concluded that the donor’s payment of the candidate’s personal expenses would be treated as a contribution under the “personal use” provision governing third party payments at 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(6) because the payment would not have been made “irrespective of the candidacy.” AO 2000-08 at 3; see also 52 U.S.C. § 30114(b) (prohibiting use of campaign funds “to fulfill any commitment, obligation, or 
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	2017 New Yorker Article. 
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	1 prevent the publication of damaging stories, including McDougal’s and Sajudin’s, began only 
	2 after Trump became a candidate for president in June 2015.
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	3 Thus, the available information supports the conclusion that AMI’s payments to 
	4 McDougal and Sajudin were coordinated with Trump and were made for the purpose of 
	5 influencing Trump’s election, resulting in AMI making “coordinated expenditures” under the 
	6 Act.
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	7 2. 8 9 
	The Commission Finds Reason to Believe that AMI’s Payments to 
	McDougal and Sajudin Were Prohibited Corporate In-Kind Contributions 
	to the Trump Committee 

	10 Because the available information indicates that AMI’s payments to McDougal and 
	11 Sajudin were coordinated expenditures made for the purpose of influencing the 2016 election, 
	12 the record supports a reason to believe finding that the payments constituted in-kind 
	13 contributions from AMI to Trump and the Trump Committee.  Further, because the payments 
	198

	14 were in-kind contributions to the Trump Committee, they were subject to the contribution limits 
	15 and prohibitions set forth in the Act and Commission regulations.  The Act and Commission 
	199

	See Donald J. Trump, Statement of Candidacy (June 22, 2015); AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3 (admitting that “Pecker offered to help deal with negative stories about [Trump’s] relationships with women by, among other things, assisting the campaign in identifying such stories so they could be purchased and their publication avoided”); Alex Altman and Charlotte Alter, Trump Launches Presidential Campaign with Empty Flair, TIME at 4) (recapping Trump’s 2015 campaign launch). Although the Trump Committ
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	(June 16, 2015), https://time.com/3922770/donald-trump-campaign-launch/ (cited by MUR 7366 Compl. 

	In addition, the payments to public relations firms by AMI under the Amendment to the McDougal agreement, which were used to allow AMI to control the narrative surrounding McDougal’s story and further prevent McDougal from speaking about her relationship with Trump, likely were made for the purpose of influencing the 2020 presidential election and likely were coordinated expenditures resulting in in-kind contributions from AMI to Trump and Trump Committee. 
	197 

	See 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(b). 
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	Under the Act, an individual may not make a contribution to a candidate with respect to any election in excess of the legal limit, which was $2,700 per election during the 2016 election cycle. See 52 U.S.C. 
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	1 regulations prohibit corporations from making contributions to candidate committees.The 2 Act and Commission regulations also prohibit candidates, candidate committees, or other 3 persons from knowingly accepting or receiving such a prohibited contribution, and for any 4 officer or director of a corporation to consent to making any such contribution.5 The Commission has previously found violations of the Act by a corporation and its 6 officers in connection with similar payments to third parties. In MUR 7
	200 
	201 

	10 executives were reimbursed via bonuses for their political contributions.11 While corporate contributions to candidate committees are per se prohibited and do not 12 require proof of the contributor’s knowledge of the violation, AMI has admitted to DOJ that it 13 knew that corporations are prohibited from contributing to candidate committees like the Trump 14 Committee.The AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement states: 
	202 
	203 

	§ 30116(a)(1)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1). However, as detailed below, these contributions were made by a corporation, not an individual. 
	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b). 
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	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b), (d)-(e). 
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	Factual & Legal Analysis at 15-18, 21-22, MUR 7248 (Cancer Treatment Centers of America Global, Inc.); see also MUR 7027 (MV Transportation, Inc.) (conciliating violations of 52 U.S.C. § 30118 with a corporation and CEO that stemmed from a reimbursement scheme); MUR 6889 (Eric Byer) (finding reason to believe that a corporation and an executive violated section 30118 through a contribution reimbursement scheme) see also First Gen. Counsel’s Rpt. at 18-19, 26, MUR 6766 (Jesse Jackson Jr.) (recommending that 
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	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 8. 
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	1 At all relevant times, AMI knew that corporations such as AMI are subject 2 to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by corporations, 3 made for purposes of influencing an election and in coordination with or at 4 the request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful.  At no time did AMI 5 report to the Federal Election Commission that it had made the $150,000 6 payment to [McDougal].
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	7 Thus, AMI has admitted that it made the payment to McDougal while knowing that it was 8 unlawful.It is reasonable to infer, further, that AMI also knew its payment to Sajudin was 9 unlawful when it made that payment in December 2015. 
	205 

	10 The available information also indicates that Pecker, as an officer of AMI, did not 11 merely consent to the McDougal and Sajudin corporate in-kind contributions, but also actively 12 participated in the decision to make the contributions by negotiating, in consultation with Trump 13 and Cohen, the amounts that would be paid and the terms of the agreements.As in MUR 14 7248, Pecker violated the Act by consenting to the payments to McDougal and Sajudin.15 Thus, the Commission finds reason to believe that 
	206
	207 
	208 

	204 
	Id. 

	See infra Section III.C; see also AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 8 (“At all relevant times, AMI knew that corporations such as AMI are subject to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by corporations, made for purposes of influencing an election and in coordination with or at the request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful.”). 
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	Pecker, as the President and CEO, and Howard, as Vice President and Chief Content Officer, were officers of AMI and their ability to act on the corporation’s behalf can be reasonably inferred from their actions in the negotiations with McDougal and Sajudin, from Howard’s signature on AMI’s agreement with McDougal, and Howard’s discussion and approval of the Sajudin negotiations, as evidenced in his statements in the AMI-published Radar Online Article. 
	206 

	See supra Section II.B. 
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	See supra note 202 and accompanying text. 
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	1 C.  The Commission Finds Reason to Believe that the Violations Set Forth Above 2 Were Knowing and Willful 
	3 The Act prescribes additional penalties for “knowing and willful” violations,  which 
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	4 are defined as “acts [that] were committed with full knowledge of all the relevant facts and a 
	5 recognition that the action is prohibited by law.”  This standard does not require knowledge of 
	210

	6 the specific statute or regulation that the respondent allegedly violated; it is sufficient to 
	7 demonstrate that a respondent “acted voluntarily and was aware that his conduct was 
	8 unlawful.”Such awareness may be shown through circumstantial evidence from which the 
	211 

	9 respondent’s unlawful intent may be reasonably inferred, including, for example, an 
	212

	10 “elaborate scheme for disguising” unlawful acts.
	213 

	11 The available information supports a reason to believe finding that AMI and Pecker’s 
	12 foregoing violations were knowing and willful.  AMI, through its Non-Prosecution Agreement, 
	13 admitted that it knew its actions were unlawful.Furthermore, Pecker’s overt agreement with 
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	See 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(B), (d). 
	209 

	122 Cong. Rec. 12,197, 12,199 (May 3, 1976); see, e.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 3-4, MUR 6920 (Now or Never PAC, et al.) (applying “knowing and willful” standard); Factual & Legal Analysis at 17-18, MUR 6766 (Jesse Jackson, Jr., et al.) (same). 
	210 

	United States v. Danielczyk, 917 F. Supp. 2d 573, 579 (E.D. Va. 2013) (quoting Bryan v. United States, 524 
	211 

	U.S. 184, 195 (1998) (holding that the government needs to show only that the defendant acted with knowledge that conduct was unlawful, not knowledge of the specific statutory provision violated, to establish a willful violation)). 
	Cf. United States v. Hopkins, 916 F.2d 207, 213 (5th Cir. 1990) (quoting United States v. Bordelon, 871 F.2d 491, 494 (5th Cir. 1989)). Hopkins involved a conduit contributions scheme, and the issue before the Fifth Circuit concerned the sufficiency of the evidence supporting the defendants’ convictions for conspiracy and false statements under 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 and 1001. 
	212 

	Id. at 214-15. “It has long been recognized that ‘efforts at concealment [may] be reasonably explainable only in terms of motivation to evade’ lawful obligations.” Id. at 214 (quoting Ingram v. United States, 360 U.S. 672, 679 (1959)). 
	213 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 8 (admitting that AMI “knew that corporations such as [itself] are subject to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by corporations, made for purposes of influencing an election and in coordination with or at the request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful”). 
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	1 Trump and Cohen and Howard’s direct involvement in the negotiations indicate that Pecker was 2 a party in a scheme to both hide the stories and the payments.Pecker’s reported actions to 3 destroy the contents of a safe containing stories purchased by AMI also suggest awareness of the 4 illegality of his actions.  Further, Pecker’s reported reluctance to proceed with the assignment 5 agreement after consulting with AMI counsel Stracher indicates that Pecker understood the 6 potentially negative optics of A
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	10 pretextually, for future work; AMI reportedly did not seek such work from McDougal until after 11 AMI’s payment to McDougal was publicly reported in the press.  Thus, the available 12 information indicates that the unlawful actions that served as the basis of AMI’s Non13 Prosecution Agreement were undertaken by Pecker in his capacity as an officer and agent of 14 AMI.  As such, the information indicates that AMI and Pecker knew that AMI’s payments to 15 McDougal and Sajudin violated the Act, and they act
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	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. Farrow, Catch and Kill at 16-17. See supra note 65 and accompanying text; The Fixers at 170-71 (reporting that Pecker discussed the rights 
	215 
	216 
	217 

	transfer with Stracher, “who told the media executive that he’d be crazy to sell McDougal’s story to Trump. The optics would be terrible if it ever came out”); WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	See The Fixers at 169; see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article. See supra Section III.B.2; see also supra note 20 (citing articles reporting that Pecker was reportedly granted immunity in exchange for his cooperation). 
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	1 
	1 
	unlawfulness when they negotiated the agreements with McDougal and Sajudin and made the 

	2 
	2 
	corresponding payments.   

	3 
	3 
	As to the Sajudin payment, although the current record is less fulsome, the available 

	4 
	4 
	information provides a basis to conclude that the Sajudin payment is consistent with the catch 

	5 
	5 
	and kill agreement between Pecker, Trump, and Cohen, an agreement which AMI has 

	6 
	6 
	acknowledged in the context of the McDougal payment it knew was unlawful.   

	7 
	7 
	Accordingly, the Commission finds reason to believe that the violations of the Act by 

	8 
	8 
	AMI and Pecker, as set forth above, were knowing and willful. 
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	1 ensure that she did not publicize her allegations and “thereby influence [the 2016 presidential] 
	2 election.”
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	3 A. Pecker, Trump, and Cohen Enter into a Catch and Kill Agreement for 
	4 Trump’s Campaign 
	5 In August 2015, Trump reportedly met with Cohen and Pecker in his Trump Tower office 
	6 AMI admitted that, at that 
	and asked Pecker what Pecker could do to help his campaign.
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	7 meeting, “Pecker offered to help deal with negative stories about [Trump’s] relationships with 
	8 women by, among other things, assisting the campaign in identifying such stories so they could 
	9 be purchased and their publication avoided.”  Trump reportedly directed Pecker to work with 
	23

	10 Cohen, who would inform Trump, and “Pecker agreed to keep Cohen apprised of any such 
	24

	11 negative stories.”Cohen, in his sworn testimony, confirms that there was an agreement that 
	25 

	12 AMI would catch and kill negative stories involving Trump to avoid publication of those stories, 
	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
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	22 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. Pecker reportedly also suggested that “[h]e could use the Enquirer to slime Trump’s political opponents, both Republican and Democrat.” The Fixers at x; see also id. at 158-61, 166-67 (detailing the Enquirer’s negative coverage of Trump’s opponent Ted Cruz during the Republican primary as it coincided with Trump’s attacks on Cruz, the Enquirer’s persistent attacks on Trump’s other opponents, including, inter alia, Hillary Clinton, Marco Rubio, and Bernie Sanders, an
	23 

	The Fixers at xi. 
	24 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	25 
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	1 describing catch and kill as working with news outlets to identify and purchase the rights to news 
	2 
	stories of interest and avoid their publication.
	26 

	3 It is not publicly known whether AMI either purchased directly or steered to Cohen and 
	4 the Trump Committee other Trump-related stories.  In June 2016, Howard had reportedly 
	5 “compiled a list of the dirt about Trump accumulated in AMI’s archives, dating back decades.”
	27 

	6 After Trump won the 2016 presidential election, Cohen reportedly requested everything the 
	7 Enquirer had regarding Trump, leading Howard and others to order the consolidation of Trump
	-

	8 related materials in a safe at AMI offices in New York.Press reports indicate that during the 
	28 

	9 first week of November 2016 Howard ordered his staff at the Enquirer to destroy documents 
	10 
	held in an office safe, including documents that were related to Trump.
	29 

	House Oversight Testimony at 30 (Cohen testified that “catch and kill is a method that exists when you are working with a news outlet — in this specific case it was AMI, National Enquirer, David Pecker, Dylan Howard, and others — where they would contact me or Mr. Trump or someone and state that there’s a story that’s percolating out there that you may be interested in. And then what you do is you contact that individual and you purchase the rights to that story from them.”); see also Michael Cohen, DISLOYA
	26 

	27 
	Ronan Farrow, CATCH AND KILL: LIES, SPIES, AND A CONSPIRACY TO PROTECT PREDATORS 17 (2019) 
	(“Farrow, Catch and Kill”). The list reportedly included approximately 60 items and was titled “Donald Trump 
	Killed” in reference to stories about Trump that had been “killed.” See Politics & Prose Interview by Sunny Hostin 
	with Ronan Farrow in Washington, D.C. 
	(Oct. 21, 2019), https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FaTi090FVAA 

	(45:38-47:39). 
	Farrow, Catch and Kill at 17. 
	28 

	Farrow, Catch and Kill at 16-17; see also Daniel Lippman, Ronan Farrow: National Enquirer Shredded Secret Trump Documents, POLITICO (Oct.national-enquirer-shredded-trump-documents-046711; House Oversight Testimony at 128, 160 (Cohen confirming that he asked Pecker for the “treasure trove” of stories purchased by Pecker). 
	29 
	 14, 2019), https://www.politico.com/news/2019/10/14/ronan-farrow
	-
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	1 B. AMI Payment to Karen McDougal 
	2 1. 3 On June 15, 2016, Keith Davidson, an attorney representing former Playboy model Karen 4 McDougal, reportedly contacted Howard about the potential sale of the rights to McDougal’s 5   Pecker and Howard then 6 informed Cohen about the McDougal story and AMI began negotiations to obtain the rights to 7 her story “[a]t Cohen’s urging and subject to Cohen’s promise that AMI would be reimbursed.”8 Howard reportedly interviewed McDougal on June 20, 2016, and following the interview, 9 indicated to McDougal 
	AMI’s Agreement with McDougal 
	story about her alleged affair with Trump while he was married.
	30
	31 

	10   Howard, Pecker, and Cohen reportedly discussed the situation via 11 conference call that day, and the three men agreed that AMI would not make an immediate 12   On June 27, 2016, Cohen purportedly informed Trump about McDougal’s story; Trump 13 reportedly then telephoned Pecker and asked him to make the McDougal story go away.
	of the relationship.
	32
	offer.
	33
	34 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4; The Fixers at 164; WSJ Nov. 9 Article. In March 2018, after filing a lawsuit against AMI challenging her contract, McDougal stated in a CNN interview that her relationship with Trump began in June 2006 and ended in 2007, while Trump was married to his current wife, Melania Trump. Jim Rutenberg, Ex-Playboy Model Karen McDougal Details 10-Month Affair with Donald Trump, N.Y. TIMES (Mar. Mar. 22 Article”) (cited by MUR 7366 Compl. at 3). 
	30 
	22, 2018), https://www nytimes.com/2018/03/22/us/politics/karen-mcdougal-interview html (“NY Times 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4; MUR 7332 Compl. at 3-4; MUR 7366 Compl. at 4-5. 
	31 

	The Fixers at 164-65; AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4; MUR 7366 Compl. at 5; compare McDougal New Yorker Article (stating that Howard initially valued McDougal’s story at $10,000), with The Fixers at 164-65 (stating that Howard initially valued McDougal’s story at $15,000). 
	32 

	The Fixers at 165; see WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	33 

	The Fixers at 166; Cohen Book at 285 (stating that Trump “immediately called Pecker”); see WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	34 
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	1 McDougal, under the impression that AMI was not interested in purchasing her story, began 
	2 discussions with another media entity, ABC, in an effort to “get in front of the story.”
	35 

	3   In July 2016, 
	On July 19, 2016, Trump became the Republican presidential nominee.
	36

	4 Davidson reportedly informed Howard that he was fielding an offer from ABC but that 
	5   Howard and Pecker 
	McDougal wanted to receive a payment and assistance with her career.
	37

	6 updated Cohen, who in turn reportedly informed Trump of the situation, and they decided to 
	7   Howard and Davidson reportedly then negotiated a 
	move forward with an offer to McDougal.
	38

	8 
	contract between AMI and McDougal.
	39 

	McDougal Interview with Anderson Cooper, CNN (Mar. /interview-ac.cnn) (“CNN McDougal Interview”) (“[AMI] had a 12-hour window to accept whether they wanted the story or not. They didn’t want the story . . . . I still have to get in front of the story because it’s still getting put out there. So, we went to ABC. They were very interested in the story.”); see McDougal New Yorker Article (indicating that AMI had “little interest” in McDougal’s story); McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 12-13 (indicating that McDougal was i
	35 
	22, 2018), http://edition.cnn.com/TRANSCRIPTS 
	1803/22/acd.02 html (video available at: https://www.cnn.com/videos/us/2018/03/23/karen-mcdougal-full
	-


	The Fixers at 166; Alexander Burns and Jonathan Martin, Donald Trump Claims Nomination, with Discord Clear but Family Cheering, N.Y. TIMES trump-rnc html. 
	36 
	(July 19, 2016), https://www.nytimes.com/2016/07/20/us/politics/donald
	-


	The Fixers at 166-68; see WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	37 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4 (stating that “AMI communicated to Cohen that it would acquire the story to prevent its publication”); The Fixers at 168; see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article; McDougal New Yorker Article; MUR 7366 Compl. at 5 (citing McDougal Complaint). 
	38 

	The Fixers at 168-69; see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article; McDougal New Yorker Article; McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 14, 42, 46-47 (stating that AMI showed renewed interest in purchasing the rights to McDougal’s story after she shared with Davidson her concerns about publicly telling her story). 
	39 
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	1 AMI and McDougal entered into a contract on August 6, 2016, whereby, according to 2 information possessed by the Commission, AMI purchased the “Limited Life Story Rights” to 3 the story of McDougal’s relationship with “any then-married man” — Trump — in exchange for 4   The Commission possesses information that, in addition, McDougal 5 agreed to be featured on two AMI-owned magazine covers and work with a ghostwriter to author 6 monthly columns for AMI publications; however, AMI was not obligated to publi
	40
	the payment of $150,000.
	41
	columns.
	42
	purpose of not publishing it because of Pecker’s friendship with Trump.
	43
	AMI sent a $150,000 payment to Davidson for the rights to McDougal’s story.
	44

	10 alleges that as early as October 2016, AMI staff appeared to lack interest in the columns that 
	11 McDougal agreed to have published in her name.
	45 

	12 AMI acknowledges in the DOJ Non-Prosecution Agreement that the payment of 
	13 $150,000 was substantially more than AMI would normally have agreed to pay because it relied 
	The contract was allegedly sent to McDougal on August 5, 2016, and she signed the contract the next morning. McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 48-55. Davidson reportedly sent the signed contract to Howard and AMI’s in-house counsel, Cameron Stracher. The Fixers at 168-69 (noting that Davidson informed ABC that McDougal would not proceed with the network and stating that Davidson notified Cohen of the signed contract). 
	40 

	See McDougal New Yorker Article; MUR 7324 Compl. at 8 (quoting McDougal New Yorker Article); MUR 7332 Compl. at 4 (citing WSJ 2016 Article). On March 22, 2018, McDougal was interviewed by CNN and discussed her relationship with Trump at length, as well as how it led to her negotiations with AMI. See NY Times Mar. 22 Article (summarizing details of the interview where McDougal discussed her relationship with Trump); CNN McDougal Interview at 37:20-40:30 (discussing McDougal’s negotiations with AMI). 
	41 

	See MUR 7332 Compl. at 3 (citing McDougal New Yorker Article); see also MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 6 (citing McDougal Complaint ¶ 59). 
	42 

	MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 5 (citing McDougal Complaint ¶ 47); MUR 7366 Compl. at 5 (same). 
	43 

	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5; see also Cohen Book at 286 (alleging that Pecker asked a former employee named Daniel Rotstein to use his Florida consulting company as a pass-through for AMI’s payment to Davidson). 
	44 

	McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 57-60. However, the Commission possesses information indicating that AMI ultimately published several columns under McDougal’s name. 
	45 
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	1   Further, AMI acknowledges that 2 its “principal purpose in entering into the agreement was to suppress the model’s story so as to 3 prevent it from influencing the election” and that “[a]t no time during the negotiation for or 4 acquisition of [McDougal’s] story did AMI intend to publish the story or disseminate 5 information about it publicly.”AMI has admitted that, “[a]t all relevant times, [it] knew that 6 corporations such as AMI are subject to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by
	upon Cohen’s commitment that AMI would be reimbursed.
	46
	47 
	48 

	9 2. 10 During the negotiations concerning McDougal’s story, AMI and McDougal’s lawyer, 11 Davidson, reportedly kept Cohen informed as to the status of the discussions; Cohen in turn 12 updated AMI reportedly notified Cohen on multiple occasions: upon the initial 13 outreach from Davidson, after its interview with McDougal, when Davidson warned Howard that 14 ABC was interested in McDougal’s story, and when AMI was in the process of finalizing the 
	Role of Cohen, Trump, and the Trump Committee 
	Trump.
	49 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5 (“AMI agreed to pay the model $150,000 — substantially more money than AMI otherwise would have paid to acquire the story — because of Cohen’s assurances to Pecker that AMI would ultimately be reimbursed for the payment.”). 
	46 

	See id. 
	47 

	Id., Ex. A ¶ 8; cf. The Fixers at 169 (noting that Pecker consulted with a campaign finance “expert” before signing off on the McDougal transaction and “believe[ed] the contract with McDougal was legally sound” because AMI agreed to pay her for future work in addition to purchasing her story rights); WSJ Nov. 9 Article (“Mr. Pecker researched campaign-finance laws before entering into the McDougal deal . . . . After speaking with an election-law specialist, Mr. Pecker concluded the company’s payment to Ms. 
	48 

	The Fixers at 166, 168-69; WSJ Nov. 9 Article; cf. House Oversight Testimony at 29-30 (Question:  “Mr. Cohen, in your 10 years of working for Donald Trump[,] did he control everything that went on in the Trump Organization? And did you have to get his permission in advance and report back after every meeting of any importance.” Answer: “Yes. There was nothing that happened at The Trump Organization . . . that did not go through Mr. Trump with his approval and sign-off, as in the case of the payments.”). 
	49 
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	1 Shortly after McDougal signed the agreement with AMI, 2 Davidson reportedly contacted Cohen and informed him that the McDougal transaction had been 3   Cohen testified that he worked with AMI to keep McDougal’s story from 4 becoming public and that AMI’s payment to McDougal “was done at the direction of Mr. Trump 5 and in accordance with his instructions.”Cohen’s role in the transaction allegedly came as a 6 surprise to McDougal, who stated that Davidson and AMI staff failed to tell her that they were 7 c
	agreement with McDougal.
	50 
	completed.
	51
	52 
	53 

	10 the “limited life rights portion” of AMI’s agreement with McDougal, which “included the 11 requirement that the model not otherwise disclose her story.”  Trump and Cohen reportedly 12 also wanted Pecker to turn over AMI’s Trump-related materials because of the concern that 
	54

	The Fixers at 164-166, 168-69 (“Cohen soon learned of the ABC talks from the American Media executives and alerted Trump. They decided now was the time to buy.”); see also Cohen Book at 284-89 (describing Cohen and Trump’s involvement with AMI’s payment to McDougal and stating “[w]hen I heard about the ABC initiative, I knew it was time to act”). 
	50 

	MUR 7324 Compl. at 10 (quoting NYT Feb. 18 Article); The Fixers at 169 (noting that, when Davidson advised Cohen that the contract was fully executed, Cohen already knew and Trump knew too and was “grateful”). Cohen reportedly denied recalling these communications with Davidson when contacted by New York Times reporters prior to his plea agreement. See NYT Feb. 18 Article. 
	51 

	U.S. House of Representatives Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, Executive Session, Michael IG00-20190520-SD002.pdf (“House Intelligence Deposition”); see Cohen Plea Hearing at 23 (“[O]n or about the summer of 2016, in coordination with, and at the direction of, a candidate for federal office, I and the CEO of a media company at the request of the candidate worked together to keep an individual with information that would be harmful to the candidate and to the campaign from publicly disclosing this
	52 
	Cohen Dep. at 117, 119 (Feb. 28, 2019), https://docs.house.gov/meetings/IG/IG00/20190520/109549/HMTG-116
	-


	McDougal Complaint ¶ 20. 
	53 

	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6. 
	54 
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	1 Pecker might leave AMI.Pecker agreed to assign the life rights to an entity Cohen created for 
	55 

	2   The assignment agreement was drawn up, and on September 30, 2016, 
	a payment of $125,000.
	56

	3 Pecker signed the agreement, which transferred the limited life rights to McDougal’s story to an 
	4 
	entity set up by Cohen.
	57 

	5 In a tape recording made by Cohen during a September 2016 meeting with Trump, 
	6 Trump and Cohen appear to discuss the circumstances surrounding the assignment agreement 
	7 between AMI and Cohen and how Trump would buy the rights to McDougal’s story from 
	8 AMI.  In an interview that aired on the evening the tape recording was made public, Rudy 
	58

	The Fixers at 169 (“Cohen was pushing American Media to turn over all its archival material on Trump, in case Pecker left the company. Cohen and Trump didn’t want a new chief executive with no loyalty to Trump to have control over it.”); WSJ Nov. 9 Article (“Concerned Mr. Pecker might leave American Media, Mr. Cohen wanted to buy other materials the company had gathered on Mr. Trump over the years, including source files and tips. In a meeting at the Trump Organization offices in early September, Mr. Cohen 
	55 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; The Fixers at 169-71 (identifying the Cohen-created entity as Resolution Consultants, LLC, and explaining that the $25,000 difference between the amount paid to McDougal and the amount to be paid for the assignment accounted for McDougal’s future AMI work); see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article. Because AMI purchased the rights to feature McDougal on two magazine covers and publish columns attributed to her, “Cohen and Pecker said that Trump would be liable for only a hundred
	56 
	(Apr. 29, 2019), https://www newyorker.com/magazine/2019/05/06/michael-cohens-last-days-of-freedom 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; see SDNY Cohen Sentencing Memorandum at 12. 
	57 

	Chris Cuomo, Kara Scannell & Eli Watkins, CNN Obtains Secret Trump-Cohen Tape, CNN (July 25, (cited by MUR 7332 Second Amend. Compl. at 3); see also Cohen Book at 287 (“I decided I needed to record a conversation with Trump about the payment for two reasons. First, to show Pecker that I was asking Trump to repay the obligation, and second, to have a record of his participation if the conspiracy ever came out. . . . I could sense the stakes were getting higher and higher as I explained the details of the tra
	58 
	2018), https://www.cnn.com/2018/07/24/politics/michael-cohen-donald-trump-tape/index.html (“CNN Article”) 
	(July 20, 2018), https://www.nytimes.com/2018/07/20/us/politics/michael-cohen-trump-tape.html (cited 
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	1 Giuliani, counsel for Trump, acknowledged that the tape recording reflects a conversation 
	2 between Trump and Cohen about “how they’re going to buy the rights” to McDougal’s story 
	3 from AMI but argued that there is “[n]o indication of any crime being committed on this tape.”
	59 

	4 At one point in the recording, Cohen says, in an apparent reference to the entity he would later 
	5 create for the purchase, “I need to open up a company for the transfer of all of that info regarding 
	6   According to Cohen, Trump 
	our friend, David,” which is reportedly a reference to Pecker.
	60

	7 asks “So what do we got to pay for this?  One-fifty?”Later, Trump asks “What financing?” 
	61 

	8 and Cohen tells Trump, “We’ll have to pay.”  Cohen also states:  “I’ve spoken with [Trump 
	62

	9 Organization Chief Financial Officer] Allen Weisselberg about how to set the whole thing up 
	10 with funding.”
	63 

	connection with these materials). Lanny Davis, counsel for Cohen, released the recording to CNN, which aired it on July 25, 2018. See CNN Article. 
	See The Ingraham Angle, Giuliani Responds to Release of Secret Trump-Cohen Recording, FOX NEWS CHANNEL trump-cohen-recording (introducing Giuliani as “personal attorney for President Trump”); CNN Article (citing same). 
	59 
	3:05-3:10 (July 24, 2018), https://www foxnews.com/transcript/giuliani-responds-to-release-of-secret
	-


	See CNN Article; Cohen Book at 287 (“That was how we talked: euphemistically, circling a subject carefully, choosing words that might allow for some ambiguity.”). On September 30, 2016, Cohen registered Resolution Consultants LLC in Delaware; he dissolved it on October 17, 2016, the day he registered another entity, Essential Consultants LLC in Delaware. See Warrant Aff. ¶ 35.b, c; Cohen Book at 288. 
	60 

	Cohen Book at 287 (recalling “I told Trump that the amount we’re paying should include all the ‘stuff’ that Pecker had on him. By ‘stuff’ I meant any and all other salacious Trump stories we believed he possessed” and indicating that Trump responded “Yeah, I was thinking about that. . . . Maybe he gets hit by a truck.”); see CNN Article. 
	61 

	See CNN Article. Trump then says “pay with cash,” but it is unclear whether he is instructing Cohen to pay with cash. See id. Cohen then says “no, no,” however the context is unclear. See id. During the CNN segment addressed in the CNN article, it is reported that Trump’s team argued that Trump said “don’t pay with cash . . . check.” Cuomo Prime Time (CNN television broadcast July 24, 2018). 
	62 

	CNN Article. In speaking with CNN, Alan Futerfas, a Trump Organization lawyer, rejected the notion that the reference to “cash” in the tape recording “refers to green currency” because Trump and the Trump Organization would not in the ordinary course make such a payment using actual cash. Id. Similarly, Giuliani denied that Trump would “set[] up a corporation and then us[e] cash.” Id. CNN further reported that Futerfas would not speculate as to whether the payment referenced in the conversation would have c
	63 
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	1 According to Cohen, Trump was supposed to make the payment to AMI but “elected not 
	2 to pay it.”  In October 2016, after Cohen signed the assignment agreement but before Pecker 
	64

	3 was paid the $125,000, Pecker notified Cohen that he was cancelling the agreement and 
	4 AMI never received any 
	requested that Cohen tear up the agreement signed by Pecker.
	65 

	5 reimbursement or payment from Cohen, Trump, or anyone else for its payment to McDougal; 
	6 
	however, Trump reportedly thanked Pecker for purchasing McDougal’s story.
	66 

	7 Even after discussions about the assignment agreement ended, Cohen and AMI continued 
	8 to discuss how to deal with the McDougal story, exchanging multiple calls and texts on 
	9 November 4, 2016, when AMI’s payment to McDougal was reported in The Wall Street 
	10 .  These communications between Cohen, Pecker, and Howard were focused on 
	Journal
	67

	11 strategizing about how to handle McDougal, providing comments to The Wall Street Journal in 
	12 connection with the story, and discussing the implications of the article, which appeared four 
	House Oversight Testimony at 100 (noting that “Pecker was very angry because there was also other moneys that David had expended on [Trump’s] behalf” for which Pecker also was not reimbursed); see also 2019 New Yorker Article (“According to Cohen, McDougal’s appearance on the cover of one of [AMI’s] magazines, Muscle & Fitness Hers, led to a sizable increase in sales, and Trump decided that A.M.I. had received its money’s worth in the deal” because, as Cohen said, “‘[i]t sold over two hundred and fifty thou
	64 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; The Fixers at 170-71 (reporting that Pecker asked Cohen to tear up the assignment agreement after Pecker consulted with Stracher, AMI’s in-house counsel); WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	65 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; The Fixers at 198, 314 (stating that Trump thanked Pecker in January 2017 at Trump Tower and that Pecker told DOJ that Trump thanked him); see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	66 

	Warrant Affidavit ¶ 40. This sworn affidavit was provided by an FBI Special Agent in support of a search warrant that was executed on April 9, 2018, for Cohen’s apartment, law office, and a hotel suite where he and his family had been staying while renovating their apartment. 
	67 
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	1   Cohen allegedly noted to Howard that an unnamed individual, 2 believed to be Trump, was “pissed” about the publication of the story, and Howard told Cohen 3 that AMI’s payment to McDougal “looks suspicious at best.”4 In addition to Cohen’s alleged reference to Trump’s knowledge about the McDougal 5 story breaking, the available information also indicates that Trump spoke directly to Pecker 6 around that time.The Wall Street Journal article was published online the evening of 7 8 Despite Cohen and Trump’
	days before the election.
	68
	69 
	70 
	November 4th, and Pecker allegedly spoke to Trump on the telephone the following morning.
	71 

	10 and asserted that McDougal’s story about a relationship with Trump was “‘totally untrue.’”11 AMI asserted to The Wall Street Journal that “it wasn’t buying Ms. McDougal’s story for 12 $150,000, but rather two years’ worth of her fitness columns and magazine covers as well as 
	72 

	See Warrant Affidavit ¶ 40.a-e (recounting Howard’s text message to Cohen that stated, “Let’s let the dust settle. We don’t want to push her over the edge. She’s on side at present and we have a solid position and a plausible position that she is rightfully employed as a columnist”). As the story was breaking, Cohen and Howard discussed McDougal’s reluctance to provide a statement to Davidson and strategized about how best to handle McDougal; Cohen also allegedly forwarded Howard an image of an email from a
	68 

	Id. ¶ 40.c (stating the FBI agent’s belief that “Cohen was referring to Trump when he stated ‘he’s pissed.’” and recounting that Cohen asked Howard “how the Wall Street Journal could publish its article if ‘everyone denies,’” with Howard responding, “‘Because there is the payment from AMI. It looks suspicious at best’”). 
	69 

	Id. ¶ 40.d (Cohen texted Pecker late that evening: “The boss just tried calling you. Are you free?” and then texted Howard: “Is there a way to find David quickly?”). 
	70 

	Id. ¶ 40.e. 
	71 

	WSJ 2016 Article; see The Fixers at 194 (reporting that Trump dictated Hicks’s response to The Wall Street Journal); WSJ Nov. 9 Article. Additionally, Hicks reportedly told DOJ officials that Pecker informed her of the substance of his response before he sent it to the Journal. The Fixers at 314. 
	72 
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	1 exclusive life rights to any relationship she has had with a then-married man” and said that it 2 “‘has not paid people to kill damaging stories about Mr. Trump.’”3 After the November 4, 2016, article in The Wall Street Journal was published, McDougal 4 retained new counsel and negotiated an amendment to her original agreement with AMI 5 (“Amendment”), which allowed her to “respond to legitimate press inquiries regarding the facts 6 of her alleged relationship with Donald Trump.”In the Amendment, AMI agre
	73 
	74 
	75 

	10 alleged relationship with Trump and ghostwrote email responses for McDougal to send to 
	11 inquiring AMI also allegedly provided the reporters with “false and misleading 
	reporters.
	76 

	12 information”
	 and later threatened McDougal with litigation if she told her story to reporters.
	77 

	WSJ 2016 Article. In a June 2017 article, however, Pecker admitted to The New Yorker that AMI’s payment to McDougal contained elements relating to his personal friendship with Trump and was predicated on her not “bashing Trump and American Media.” Jeffrey Toobin, The National Enquirer’s Fervor for Trump, THE NEW YORKER trump (“2017 New Yorker Article”) (cited by MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 6 and MUR 7332 Compl. at 3). 
	73 
	(June 26, 2017), https://www newyorker.com/magazine/2017/07/03/the-national-enquirers-fervor-for
	-


	McDougal Complaint, Ex. B (Amendment to Name and Rights License Agreement signed by McDougal on November 29, 2016, and by AMI on December 7, 2016). 
	74 

	Id. 
	75 

	McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 19, 66-73. 
	76 

	McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 19, 21, 74, 84-87; MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 7 (citing McDougal Complaint ¶ 84). On March 20, 2018, McDougal filed a Complaint for Declaratory Relief that asked the court to declare her contract with AMI void because the contract was allegedly fraudulent and illegal. McDougal Complaint ¶ 5. In April 2018, AMI and McDougal reached a settlement agreement ending her lawsuit against the company and executed a new agreement, in which McDougal received the life rights to her story back
	77 
	18, 2018), https://www.nytimes.com/2018/04/18/us/politics/karen-mcdougal-american-media
	-
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	1 C.  AMI’s Involvement in Payments to Other Individuals 
	2 1. 3 In November 2015, AMI reportedly entered into an agreement, which was subsequently 4 amended in December 2015, with Sajudin, a former doorman at Trump World Tower in New 5 York City, in connection with information he claimed to have about an alleged Trump “love 6 child.”  Sajudin reportedly “first approached the Enquirer in the early stages of the 2016 7 campaign” by calling the publication’s tip line with a rumor he had heard about Trump having 8 fathered an illegitimate child in the late 1980s with
	Dino Sajudin  
	78
	Organization.
	79

	10 contract” with the Enquirer, agreeing to be an anonymous source who would be “paid upon 11 publication.”Reportedly, after Sajudin entered into an agreement to serve as a source, the 12 Enquirer initially investigated the story, dispatching reporters and sending “a polygraph expert to 13 administer a lie detection test to Sajudin in a hotel near his Pennsylvania home.”  According to 14 press reports, although the Enquirer initially avoided reaching out to Trump Organization 15 employees, after the Trump O
	80 
	81

	Sajudin AP Article; The Fixers at 146. CNN published Sajudin’s original agreement with AMI and its subsequent amendment. images/08/24/sajudin.ami.pdf (“Sajudin Agreement”). 
	78 
	Source Agreement and Amendment, CNN (Aug. 24, 2018), https://cdn.cnn.com/cnn/2018/ 

	Prez Love Child Shocker! Ex-Trump Worker Peddling Rumor Donald Has Illegitimate Child, RADAR ONLINE (Apr. (“Radar Online Article”); Sajudin AP Article (“After initially calling the Enquirer’s tip line, Sajudin signed a boilerplate contract with the Enquirer, agreeing to be an anonymous source and be paid upon publication.”). 
	79 
	11, 2018), https://radaronline.com/exclusives/2018/04/donald-trump-love-child-rumor-scandal/ 

	Sajudin AP Article; see also Radar Online Article; The Fixers at 146. 
	80 

	Sajudin AP Article; see also The Fixers at 146-47 (noting that the investigators refrained from contacting Trump Organization employees). 
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	1 the story.”On December 9, 2015, Sajudin reportedly took and passed a polygraph test testing 2 After passing the polygraph test, Sajudin reportedly “pressed the 3 tabloid to pay him immediately, threatening to walk otherwise.”4 On December 17, 2015, AMI reportedly agreed to make an “up front” $30,000 payment 5 That 6 agreement stated that Sajudin would be subject to a $1 million penalty “if he shopped around his 7 information.”Immediately after Sajudin signed the agreement, the Enquirer reportedly 8   In t
	82 
	how he learned of the rumor.
	83 
	84 
	to Sajudin to prevent him from discussing the rumor about Trump fathering a child.
	85 
	86 
	stopped investigating the story.
	87
	88

	10 four longtime Enquirer staffers reportedly challenged this interpretation, claiming that they 11 “were ordered by top editors to stop pursuing the story before completing potentially promising 
	The Fixers at 147-48. Radar Online Article. The Fixers at 148. MUR 7364 Compl. at 4, 7 (citing Sajudin AP Article); Ronan Farrow, The National Enquirer, A Trump 
	82 
	83 
	84 
	85 

	Rumor, and Another Secret Payment to Buy Silence, THE NEW YORKER (Apr. 12, 2018), payment-to-buy-silence-dino-sajudin-david-pecker (“Sajudin New Yorker Article”); MUR 7366 Compl. at 2 (citing Sajudin AP Article). 
	https://www newyorker.com/news/news-desk/the-national-enquirer-a-donald-trump-rumor-and-another-secret
	-


	MUR 7364 Compl. at 6 (quoting Sajudin AP Article); Sajudin Agreement. Sajudin AP Article; The Fixers at 148-49. Sajudin AP Article. 
	86 
	87 
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	1 reporting threads” and further claimed that the “publication didn’t pursue standard Enquirer 2 reporting practices.”3 Reportedly, current and former AMI employees had noticed several aspects of the 4 payment to Sajudin that caused it to differ from other payments to sources.  A former AMI 5 reporter and editor noted that it was unusual for the company to pay for a tip when it did not 6 publish an article, reportedly stating “AMI doesn’t go around cutting checks for $30,000 and 7 then not using the informa
	89 
	90 

	10 was a highly curious and questionable situation.”Other staffers reportedly concluded that the 
	91 

	11 $1 million penalty to stop the tipster from talking about the tip indicated that the payment was 
	12 part of a catch and kill.
	92 

	13 Although the Sajudin payment is not addressed in the AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement 
	14 or Cohen’s plea, the payment to Sajudin was made after the purported August 2015 agreement 
	15 between Pecker, Trump, and Cohen that AMI would catch and kill stories that could reflect 
	Id. 
	89 

	Id. According to the Associated Press, “AMI threatened legal action over reporters’ efforts to interview current and former employees and hired the New York law firm Boies Schiller Flexner, which challenged the accuracy of the AP’s reporting.” Id. (noting that RadarOnline, also owned by AMI, “published details of the payment and the rumor that Sajudin was peddling” on the same day that the AP Article was published, stating “that the Enquirer spent four weeks reporting the story but ultimately decided it was
	90 

	Sajudin New Yorker Article. 
	91 

	Sajudin AP Article; see also The Fixers at 148 (noting that the $1 million penalty, while likely unenforceable in court, ensured that a source “wouldn’t take the tabloid’s money and disappear or blab to another publication. It was meant to scare them.”). 
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	1 Furthermore, press reports suggest that the decision 2 to pay Sajudin, outside AMI’s normal investigation practices, resulted from Pecker or another 3   Cohen, meanwhile, told the Associated Press 4 “that he had discussed Sajudin’s story with the magazine when the tabloid was working on it” 5 but said that “he was acting as a Trump spokesman when he did so and denied knowing anything 6 beforehand about the Enquirer payment to the ex-doorman.”  AMI reportedly released Sajudin 7 
	negatively on Trump during the campaign.
	93 
	high level AMI official directing that payment.
	94
	95
	from the contract at some point after the 2016 presidential election.
	96 

	8 2. 
	Stephanie Clifford 

	9 As discussed above, Cohen paid $130,000 to Stephanie Clifford, a well-known adult-film 10 actress and director who used the professional name Stormy Daniels, to prevent the publication 11 of her story concerning her 2006 alleged relationship with Trump.  Shortly after The Washington 12 Post published a video recording of Trump appearing on the television show Access Hollywood 13 in 2005, in which Trump “bragged in vulgar terms about kissing, groping and trying to have sex 14 with women,” Davidson, the sam
	97

	See WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	93 

	Sajudin New Yorker Article; see also The Fixers at 148 (claiming that “[t]he reporters suspected interference from Pecker”). 
	94 

	Sajudin AP Article (noting that the “parent” of the Enquirer made the payment to Sajudin). According to Cohen, after AMI made the payment to McDougal, “Pecker was very angry because there was also other moneys that David [Pecker] had expended on [Trump’s] behalf,” and Trump declined to reimburse AMI for the other funds as well. House Oversight Testimony at 100. 
	95 

	See, e.g. Sajudin AP Article. 
	96 

	David A. Fahrenthold, Trump Recorded Having Extremely Lewd Conversation About Women in 2005, THE WASHINGTON POST (Oct. lewd-conversation-about-women-in-2005/2016/10/07/3b9ce776-8cb4-11e6-bf8a-3d26847eeed4_story html (“Fahrenthold Article”); see Warrant Affidavit ¶ 32. 
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	7, 2016), https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/trump-recorded-having-extremely
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	1 AMI, reportedly because it had already invested significant sums in paying to silence 2 Instead, it 3 appears that AMI directed the Clifford story to Cohen. 4 D. The Complaints and Responses 5 The Complaints in MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366 allege that there is reason to believe that 6 the Trump Committee accepted a prohibited corporate contribution in connection with AMI’s 7 $150,000 payment to McDougal because the payment was not included within the scope of the 8 press exemption and was an expenditure made
	record.
	98 
	negative stories and was growing uncomfortable, did not purchase Clifford’s story.
	99 
	100 

	10 Complaints also allege that the Trump Committee failed to report receipt of the in-kind 11 contribution and failed to report the making of an expenditure.  The MUR 7332 Complaint 12 further alleges that AMI’s payment to McDougal was an excessive contribution to the Trump 13 Committee.14 The Complaints in MURs 7364 and 7366 allege that the Trump Committee accepted a 15 prohibited corporate contribution in the form of a coordinated expenditure in connection with 
	101
	102 

	Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345 (“[Stormy] Daniels’s lawyer, Keith Davidson . . . had called Dylan Howard about the story first. Howard told Davidson that AMI was passing on the Daniels matter . . . [b]ut Howard directed Davidson to Michael Cohen, who established a shell company to pay Daniels $130,000 in exchange for her silence.”); see also SDNY Information ¶ 32. 
	98 

	See Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345. 
	99 

	MUR 7324 Compl. at 14-15; MUR 7332 Compl. at 8; MUR 7366 Compl. at 7-9; see also MUR 7637 Compl. at 1 (merged in relevant part into MUR 7324). 
	100 

	MUR 7324 Compl. at 15-17; MUR 7332 Compl. at 7-8; MUR 7366 at 10. 
	101 

	MUR 7332 Compl. at 8. In addition, the MUR 7366 Complaint alleges that Trump, the Trump Committee, Cohen, AMI, Pecker, and former Trump Committee treasurer Timothy Jost engaged in a conspiracy to violate 52 U.S.C. §§ 30104, 30118, and 30125(e). MUR 7366 Compl. at 10-12. The Complaint’s conspiracy allegations are not within the Commission’s jurisdiction. 
	102 
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	1 AMI’s $30,000 payment to Sajudin.  The Complaints in MURs 7364 and 7366 further allege 2 that the Trump Committee failed to report the receipt of the $30,000 in-kind contribution from 3 AMI and the $30,000 expenditure to Sajudin.4 All but one of the Responses filed in this matter pre-date AMI and Cohen’s subsequent 5 public admissions and clarifications made in connection with their respective non-prosecution 6 agreements, plea agreements, and congressional testimony.In its Responses to the 7 Complaints i
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	10 between two represented parties neither involving nor having any connection to the [Trump] 11 Committee.”The Trump Committee further asserts that the payment to McDougal could not 12 be a contribution or expenditure because it was not for the purpose of influencing a federal 13 election because the record did not include information establishing a nexus between the Trump 14 Committee and AMI’s payment to McDougal.The Trump Committee also asserts that AMI 15 reportedly contacted Cohen only to “corroborate
	106 
	107 
	108 

	MUR 7364 Compl. at 11-12; MUR 7366 Compl. at 9. MUR 7364 Compl. at 12-13; MUR 7366 Compl. at 10. The Trump Committee’s Response in MUR 7637 stated that it has already addressed all allegations in its 
	103 
	104 
	105 

	previous responses filed with the Commission. MUR 7637 Trump Committee Resp. at 1. 
	MURs 7324/7332 Trump Committee Resp. at 1; see also MUR 7366 Trump Committee Resp.; MUR 7637 Trump Committee Resp. at 1 (referencing response in MURs 7324/7332). MURs 7324/7332 Trump Committee Resp. at 2; see MUR 7366 Trump Committee Resp. at 2. MURs 7324/7332 Trump Committee Resp. at 3. 
	106 
	107 
	108 

	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 (Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 25 of 56 
	1 Committee and the transaction between AMI and Sajudin and cites to articles concerning other 
	2 press outlets’ decisions to not publish Sajudin’s story.
	109 

	3 Trump did not file a response to any of the Complaints in this matter.  Nonetheless, both 
	4 Trump and Giuliani, as counsel for Trump, have addressed publicly on Twitter the allegations 
	5 regarding the payment to McDougal, arguing that the payment did not violate the law.  For 
	6 example, soon after Cohen’s guilty plea, Trump and Giuliani both alleged that the payments to 
	7 McDougal and Clifford were not unlawful.  Trump and Giuliani also tweeted about the 
	110

	8 payments in December 2018, around the time of Cohen’s sentencing, again tweeting that the 
	MUR 7364 Trump Committee Resp. at 2-3; MUR 7366 Trump Committee Resp. at 2; see also Radar Online Article (claiming that “Many organizations have since tried [to verify and publish Sajudin’s claims]. . . including The Wall Street Journal, The New York Times, and The Associated Press.”). 
	109 

	Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), TWITTER (Aug. realDonaldTrump/status/1032260490439864320 (“Michael Cohen plead [sic] guilty to two counts of campaign finance violations that are not a crime.”); Rudy Giuliani (@RudyGiuliani), TWITTER (Aug. 23, 2018, 4:11 AM), , (Aug. RudyGiuliani/status/1032565618204004353 (stating that the “payments, as determined by the Edwards FEC ruling, are NOT ILLEGAL” and directing followers to an opinion piece in The Hill by Mark Penn, “demonstrating [that] Cohen pled guilty to t
	110 
	22, 2018, 9:37 AM), https://twitter.com/ 
	https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/status/1032540830794428416
	23, 2018, 5:50 AM), https://twitter.com/ 
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	1 payments were not violations of the Act.Trump also tweeted that he “never directed Michael 
	111 

	2 Cohen to break the law.”
	112 

	3 III. LEGAL ANALYSIS 
	4 The available information indicates that AMI paid $150,000 to McDougal for the purpose 
	5 of influencing the 2016 presidential election by preventing a potentially damaging story about 
	6 Trump from becoming public before the election.  Based upon the available information, it 
	7 appears that the payment to McDougal was made with Trump’s knowledge, at the urging of and 
	8 with the promise of repayment by Cohen, acting as an agent of Trump, and as part of an 
	9 agreement between Trump and AMI to catch and kill any potentially damaging stories about 
	10 Trump’s relationships with women so that such stories would not become public during the 2016 
	11 campaign.  Likewise, the available record indicates that AMI’s payment of $30,000 to Sajudin 
	12 was made as part of this same catch and kill agreement. The available information indicates that 
	13 AMI’s payments to McDougal and Sajudin were not made in connection with AMI’s business or 
	14 editorial functions as a press entity. Instead, the available information indicates that AMI’s 
	Rudy Giuliani (@RudyGiuliani), TWITTER (Dec. status/1071469692882182144 (“The President is not implicated in campaign finance violations because based on Edwards case and others the payments are not campaign contributions.”), (Dec. com/RudyGiuliani/status/1071795258177019905 (“No collusion, no obstruction now [sic] campaign finance but payments to settle lawsuits are not clearly a proper campaign contribution or expenditure. No responsible lawyer would charge a debatable campaign finance violation as a crim
	111 
	8, 2018, 1:20 PM), https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/ 
	9, 2018, 10:54 AM), https://twitter. 
	13, 2018, 9:49 AM), https://twitter. 

	11:53 payments were not a big crime. I have said consistently that the Daniels and McDougall [sic] payments are not crimes and tweeted a great article yesterday making that point. If it isn’t a witch-hunt why are they pursuing a non-crime.”), (Dec. payments to Daniels and McDougall [sic] do not violate the law. Congress has spent millions settling sexual harassment claims against members which are not reported as campaign contributions. Why aren’t those Congressmen under investigation.”); Donald J. Trump (@
	AM), https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/status/1073622122235355136 (“CORRECTION: I didn’t say 
	19, 2018, 10:04 PM), https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/status/1075587822449500161 (“The 
	https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1073207272069890049 (“Cohen was guilty on many charges unrelated 

	Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), TWITTER (Dec. Trump/status/1073205176872435713 (“He was a lawyer and he is supposed to know the law.”). 
	112 
	13, 2018, 8:17 AM), https://twitter.com/realDonald 
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	1 payments were made to benefit Trump’s campaign, were made at Trump’s direction, and, for the 2 reasons explained below, were not covered by the press exemption.  Thus, the available 3 information supports the conclusion that the AMI’s payments were expenditures coordinated 4 with Trump and thus constituted in-kind contributions to Trump and the Trump Committee. 5 As such, Trump and the Trump Committee appear to have violated the Act by knowingly 6 accepting corporate contributions in the form of payments 
	10 A. Press Exemption 
	11 Under the Act, a “contribution” includes “any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit 12 of money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election 13 for Federal office,” and an “expenditure” includes “any purchase, payment, distribution, loan, 
	113

	14 advance, deposit, or gift of money or anything of value, made by any person for the purpose of 15 influencing any election for Federal office.”  Under Commission regulations, the phrase 16 “anything of value” includes all in-kind contributions.In-kind contributions include, among 17 other things, coordinated expenditures.
	114
	115 
	116 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A). 
	113 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(9)(A). 
	114 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d)(1). 
	115 

	52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(7)(B)(i) (treating as contributions any expenditures made “in cooperation, consultation, or concert, with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate,” the candidate’s authorized committee, or their agents); see 11 C.F.R. § 109.20 (defining “coordination”); see also Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, 46-47 (1976). 
	116 
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	1 Under the Act, the definition of “expenditure” does not include “any news story, 2 commentary, or editorial distributed through the facilities of any broadcasting station, newspaper 3 magazine, or other periodical publication, unless such facilities are owned or controlled by any 4 political party, political committee, or candidate.”This exemption is called the “press 5 exemption” or “media exemption.”Costs covered by the exemption are also exempt from the 6 Act’s disclosure and reporting requirements.If 
	117 
	118 
	119 
	120 

	10 The first inquiry is whether the entity engaging in the activity is a “press entity.”  Second, the 11 Commission determines the scope of the exemption by applying the two-part analysis presented 12 in Reader’s Digest Association v. FEC:  (1) whether the entity is owned or controlled by a 13 political party, political committee, or candidate; and (2) whether the entity is acting within its 14 “legitimate press function” in conducting the activity.
	121
	122 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(9)(B)(i). Commission regulations further provide that neither a “contribution” nor an “expenditure” results from “[a]ny cost incurred in covering or carrying a news story, commentary, or editorial by any broadcasting station (including a cable television operator, programmer or producer), Web site, newspaper, magazine, or other periodical publication, including any Internet, or electronic publication” unless the facility is “owned or controlled by any political party, political committee, 
	117 

	Advisory Op. 2011-11 (Colbert) at 6 (“AO 2011-11”); Advisory Op. 2008-14 (Melothé) at 3 (“AO 200814”). 
	118 
	-

	AO 2011-11 at 6, 8-10 (discussing costs that are within this exemption and also costs that are not). 
	119 

	Advisory Op. 2005-16 (Fired Up!) at 4 (“AO 2005-16”). 
	120 

	121 
	Id. 

	See Reader’s Digest Ass’n v. FEC, 509 F. Supp. 1210, 1214-15 (S.D.N.Y. 1981); AO 2011-11 at 6-7. When determining whether the entity was acting within the scope of a legitimate press function at the time of the alleged violation, the Commission considers two factors: (1) whether the entity’s materials are available to the general public; and (2) whether they are comparable in form to those ordinarily issued by the entity. See Reader’s Digest Ass’n, 509 F. Supp. at 1215; Factual & Legal Analysis at 4, MUR 72
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	1 The Commission has long recognized that an entity otherwise eligible for the press 
	2 exemption “would not lose its eligibility merely because of a lack of objectivity in a news story, 
	3 commentary, or editorial, even if the news story, commentary, or editorial expressly advocates 
	4 the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate for Federal office.”Nonetheless, “the 
	123 

	5 Commission is also mindful that a press entity’s press function is ‘distinguishable from active 
	6 participation in core campaign or electioneering functions.’”  In other words, “the press 
	124

	7 exemption covers press activity, not campaign activity by a press entity.”
	125 

	8 Although the Commission considers “legitimate press function” broadly, not all actions 
	9 taken by press entities are considered legitimate press functions for purposes of the media 
	10 exemption.The court in Reader’s Digest Association reasoned that: 
	126 

	11 [T]he statute would seem to exempt only those kinds of distribution that 12 fall broadly within the press entity’s legitimate press function.  It would 13 not seem to exempt any dissemination or distribution using the press 14 entity’s personnel or equipment, no matter how unrelated to its press 15 function.  If, for example, on Election Day a partisan newspaper hired an 16 army of incognito propaganda distributors to stand on street corners 17 denouncing allegedly illegal acts of a candidate and sent so
	127 

	(Ethiq) at 3. However, because the activity here does not include the publication of any materials, this second factor is not relevant to the analysis. 
	Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 7206 (Bonneville International Corp.) (quotation marks omitted) (quoting AO 2005-16 at 6); Factual & Legal Analysis at 3, MUR 6579 (ABC News, Inc.). 
	123 

	AO 2011-11 at 8 (quoting AO 2008-14). 
	124 

	125 
	Id. 

	See McConnell v. FEC, 540 U.S. 93, 208 (2003) (commenting that the press exemption “does not afford carte blanche to media companies generally to ignore FECA’s provisions”). 
	126 

	Reader's Digest, 509 F. Supp. at 1214; see also McConnell, 540 U.S. at 208 (noting that the press exemption “does not afford carte blanche to media companies generally to ignore FECA’s provisions”); AO 201111 at 8 (“While the press exemption covers press activity, it does not cover campaign activity, even if the campaign activity is conducted by a press entity”). 
	127 
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	1 When analyzing a press entity’s activities outside of the distribution of news stories, 2 commentary, and editorials through media facilities, a court has found the press exemption 3 applicable when the actions in question pertain to seeking subscribers or promoting the 4 publication.A district court has also observed that the Commission has a limited ability to 5 investigate activities that potentially may be normal press functions but are nevertheless unusual; 6 such activities may be subject to additio
	128 
	129 

	10 form” analysis as set forth in the U.S. Supreme Court’s FEC v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life 11 decision (“MCFL”), which examined whether the activity in question is comparable in form to 12 the press entity’s regular activities, considering whether the complained-of activities and content 13 are produced in the same manner, using the same people, and subject to the same review and 14 distribution as the press entity’s general activities.15 In an Advisory Opinion analyzing the formation of a political 
	130 

	FEC v. Phillips Publishing Inc., 517 F. Supp. 1308, 1313 (D.D.C. 1981) (applying the press exemption to a letter soliciting new subscribers). Phillips at 1313-14. AO 2011-11 at 8 (citing FEC v. Mass. Citizens for Life (“MCFL”), 479 U.S. 238, 251 (1986)). 
	128 
	129 
	130 
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	1 Colbert’s committee for distribution outside of his television show, or administer the political 2 committee, because such activities would amount to “active participation [by Viacom] in core 3 campaign or electioneering functions.”  In reaching this conclusion, the Commission 4 explained that to allow Viacom to produce content for the Colbert committee to distribute 5 beyond the show under these circumstances “would stretch the boundaries of the press 6 exemption far beyond those contemplated by Congress
	131
	132 
	133 

	10 a political campaign is not a legitimate press function.”11 Here, the available information indicates that the press exemption does not cover AMI’s 12 payments to McDougal or Sajudin.  AMI appears to be a press entity that has produced news 13 stories on a regular basis through a variety of periodical publications, and the Commission 14 possesses information that it is not owned or controlled by a political party, political committee, 15 or federal candidate. 
	134 
	135

	Id. at 9. 
	131 

	Id. (citing MCFL, 479 U.S. at 251; Reader’s Digest Ass’n, 509 F. Supp. at 1214; McConnell, 540 U.S. at 208). 
	132 

	Factual & Legal Analysis at 8-9, MUR 7073 (Meluskey for U.S. Senate, Inc.) (finding that the press exemption did not cover a candidate’s radio show when the candidate or a business entity affiliated with the candidate paid radio stations to air his radio show); see also Factual & Legal Analysis at 6, MUR 6089 (People with Hart) (finding that a station does not act as a press entity when it sells airtime to another party and cedes editorial control). 
	133 

	AO 2008-14 at 6. 
	134 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 1. 
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	1 AMI admitted in its Non-Prosecution Agreement with DOJ that its actions were not 2 undertaken in connection with any press function but were rather to benefit Trump, a personal 3 friend of Pecker, and his campaign.Similarly, AMI admitted in its Non-Prosecution 4 Agreement that its “principal purpose in entering into the agreement was to suppress 5 [McDougal’s] story so as to prevent it from influencing the election” and that “[a]t no time 6 during the negotiation for or acquisition of [McDougal’s] story d
	136 
	137 
	138 

	10 In addition to this admission, AMI’s payment to McDougal would not meet the standard 11 set forth in MCFL as applied by the Commission for determining whether its payment was a 12 legitimate press function.  According to AMI, the payment was for an amount more than AMI 13 would typically pay for stories because AMI expected to be reimbursed by Trump.This 14 acknowledgement, along with information indicating that AMI valued McDougal’s contributions 15 to its publications at significantly less than the $15
	139 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5 (“Despite the cover and article features to the agreement, AMI’s principal purpose in entering into the agreement was to suppress the model’s story so as to prevent it from influencing the election. At no time during the negotiation for or acquisition of the model’s story did AMI intend to publish the story or disseminate information about it publicly.”). 
	136 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5. 
	137 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement at 1-3 (stating that “AMI accepts and acknowledges as true the facts” contained in Exhibit A). 
	138 

	Id., Ex. A ¶ 5; see also McDougal New Yorker Article (“In June [2016], when McDougal began attempting to sell the story of her months-long relationship with Trump, which had taken place a decade earlier, Cohen urged Pecker to buy her account and then bury it — a practice, in the argot of tabloids, known as ‘catch and kill.’ Cohen promised Pecker that Trump would reimburse A.M.I. for the cost of McDougal’s silence.”). 
	139 
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	1 payment was not made to secure material to be used in producing and distributing content, and 2 that the payment was not made in the same manner as, or even in connection with, AMI’s 3 general activities as a press entity.Consistent with the Commission’s analysis in AO 2011-11, 4 allowing AMI to assert the press exemption here despite its admissions that its activity was 5 undertaken for political purposes “would stretch the boundaries of the press exemption far 6 beyond those contemplated by Congress and
	140 
	141 

	10 purchase stories damaging to Trump’s campaign, suggest an ongoing pattern of using AMI 11 resources to make payments for the purpose of benefitting Trump’s campaign.In October 12 2016, Davidson, the same attorney who had represented McDougal in her negotiations with 13 AMI, reportedly contacted Pecker and Howard at AMI and offered to confirm Clifford’s story on 14 the record.  According to press reports, AMI, unwilling to make an additional payment to 15 benefit Trump’s campaign, nevertheless served as a
	142 
	143
	144

	See WSJ Nov. 9 Article (reporting that, in Pecker and Cohen’s contemplated agreement to transfer the rights to McDougal’s story to Trump for $125,000, “the magazine covers and fitness columns, the rights to which the publisher would retain” were valued at $25,000). 
	140 

	AO 2011-11 at 9. 
	141 

	See SDNY Information ¶¶ 24-44; WSJ Jan. 12 Article (outlining details of the payment to Clifford); Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345 (noting AMI’s involvement in the payments to McDougal, Sajudin, and Clifford). 
	142 

	See SDNY Information ¶ 32. 
	143 

	See supra Section II.C.2; Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345 (“[Stormy] Daniels’s lawyer, Keith Davidson . . . had called Dylan Howard about the story first. Howard told Davidson that AMI was passing on the Daniels matter . . . [b]ut Howard directed Davidson to Michael Cohen, who established a shell company to pay Daniels $130,000 in exchange for her silence.”); The Fixers at 176-78 (reporting Howard’s initial interest in and Pecker’s reluctance to purchasing the rights to Clifford’s story and Howard’s involveme
	144 
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	1 agreement to purchase Clifford’s silence.Davidson’s reported multiple negotiations with 2 AMI, each of which ultimately resulted in a payment to prevent the publication of a story that 3 might damage the Trump campaign, indicate his awareness of AMI’s general willingness to 4 purchase stories in order to benefit Trump’s campaign, and not for legitimate press activity.5 Finally, AMI’s own admissions to DOJ that it had “offered to help with negative stories about [a] 6 presidential candidate’s relationships
	145 
	146 
	147
	-

	10 related activity such as disseminating news and increasing readership. 
	11 AMI’s payment to Sajudin fits this pattern as well.  Experienced Enquirer staffers 
	12 reportedly identified “the abrupt end to reporting combined with a binding, seven-figure penalty 
	13 to stop the tipster from talking to anyone” as hallmarks of a catch and kill operation.  Further, 
	148

	14 sources who purportedly were involved with the investigation of Sajudin’s tip reportedly stated 
	15 that the decision to stop investigating was not an editorial decision but one made by Pecker 
	Nov. 9 Article (“Mr. Cohen asked American Media to buy Ms. Clifford’s story. Mr. Pecker refused on the grounds that he didn’t want his company to pay a porn star.”). 
	House Oversight Testimony at 21 (“In 2016, prior to the election, I was contacted by Keith Davidson, who is the attorney — or was the attorney for Ms. Clifford, or Stormy Daniels.”); id. at 34 (“The $130,000 number was not a number that was actually negotiated. It was told to me by Keith Davidson that this is a number that Ms. Clifford wanted.”); see McDougal New Yorker Article; SDNY Information ¶ 32; The Fixers at 178; WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	145 

	See McDougal Complaint ¶ 47 (alleging that Davidson told McDougal that AMI “would buy the story not to publish it, because Mr. Pecker (AMI’s CEO) was a close friend of Mr. Trump” (emphasis in original)); see also The Fixers at 164-65; WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	146 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	147 

	MUR 7364 Compl. at 5 (quoting Sajudin AP Article). 
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	1 personally.  One of those sources added, “There’s no question it was done as a favor to 2 continue to protect Trump from these potential secrets. That’s black-and-white.”  Finally, 3 former AMI employees stated to The New Yorker that Cohen was kept apprised of the 4 investigation of Sajudin’s story, indicating that the decision to purchase and silence Sajudin’s 5 story was made for political, rather than editorial, purposes.These statements, which detail 6 the ways in which the payment was not comparable 
	149
	150
	151 
	152 

	10 Available information suggests that Sajudin possessed information, which, like Clifford’s 11 and McDougal’s information, could have harmed Trump’s chances of winning the 2016 12 presidential primary and general elections.Like Clifford and McDougal, Sajudin was 13 reportedly paid for that information, in his case by AMI, and faced significant financial 14 consequences were he to discuss that information publicly.Given AMI’s admissions that its 
	153 
	154 

	Sajudin New Yorker Article; see also The Fixers at 148-49. 
	149 

	Sajudin New Yorker Article. 
	150 

	See id. Other sources indicate that Cohen learned of the story when a reporter, unbeknownst to her editors, contacted Rhona Graff. After learning of this call, Cohen reportedly contacted Howard and “pleaded with him not to publish the story.” The Fixers at 147. 
	151 

	See AO 2011-11 at 8 (quotation marks omitted). 
	152 

	Compare AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3 (outlining the overall agreement to “help deal with negative stories about that presidential candidate’s relationships with women by, among other things, assisting the campaign in identifying such stories so they could be purchased and their publication avoided”), with Sajudin Agreement at 4 (outlining an extension of the exclusivity period contained in the agreement to extend “in perpetuity” and its violation to carry a $1 million penalty). See also Sajudin 
	153 

	See supra Section II.C.1; The Fixers at 148; Sajudin Agreement at 4; see also House Oversight Testimony at 128, 132 (Cohen discusses Pecker’s actions to protect Trump and appears to refer to the payment to Sajudin). 
	154 
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	1 
	1 
	payments to McDougal were part of an overall scheme to benefit Trump in the election by 

	2 
	2 
	identifying and purchasing stories that could damage Trump, the available information supports 

	3 
	3 
	the reasonable inference that AMI’s purchase of Sajudin’s story was part of that same scheme to 

	4 
	4 
	benefit a candidate and was undertaken without regard for editorial or other legitimate press 

	5 
	5 
	function-related considerations.  

	6 
	6 
	In light of all of these circumstances, which include AMI’s express admissions that it 

	7 
	7 
	used a press entity’s resources to provide benefits to a candidate, which were unrelated to its 

	8 
	8 
	legitimate press function, the press exemption does not apply to the payments at issue. 

	9 
	9 
	B. The Commission Finds Reason to Believe that AMI’s Payments to McDougal 

	10 
	10 
	and Sajudin Were Prohibited Corporate Contributions 

	11 
	11 
	1. The Commission Finds Reason to Believe that AMI’s Payments to 

	12 
	12 
	McDougal and Sajudin Were Coordinated Expenditures 

	13 
	13 
	a. Coordination 

	14 
	14 
	The Act and Commission regulations prohibit corporations from making contributions to 

	15 
	15 
	candidate committees in connection with a federal election.155  Likewise, it is unlawful for any 

	16 
	16 
	candidate, candidate committee, or other person to knowingly accept or receive such a prohibited 

	17 
	17 
	contribution, and for any officer or director of a corporation to consent to any such 

	18 
	18 
	contribution.156  The Commission has consistently found that payments by a third party that are 

	19 
	19 
	intended to influence an election and are “coordinated” with a candidate, authorized committee, 

	20 
	20 
	or agent thereof are “coordinated expenditures” that result in a contribution by the person making 


	155 
	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b). 
	156 
	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b), (d)-(e). 
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	1 the expenditure to the candidate or political committee with whom the expenditure was 2 coordinated.3 The available information indicates that AMI’s payments to McDougal and Sajudin were 4 “coordinated” with Trump and his agent Cohen because they were made “in cooperation, 5 consultation or concert with, or at the request or suggestion” of Trump, personally, and Cohen in 6 his capacity as an agent for Trump.7 Trump reportedly held the August 2015 meeting with Pecker and Cohen, in which Pecker 8 agreed to 
	157 
	158 

	10 individuals in possession of stories damaging to the Trump campaign in order to help his 11 campaign.  Further, Trump appears to have maintained an ongoing role in and awareness of 12 AMI’s negotiations with individuals possessing potentially damaging stories by contacting AMI 13 directly, and by receiving updates concerning AMI’s negotiations from Cohen.For example, 14 according to press reports and Cohen himself, on June 27, 2016, after Cohen notified Trump that 15 AMI was in contact with McDougal, Tru
	159
	160 

	See 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a)-(b); see, e.g., Conciliation Agreement ¶¶ IV.7-11, V.1-2, MUR 6718 (Sen. John 
	157 

	E. Ensign) (Apr. 18, 2013) (acknowledging that third parties’ payment, in coordination with a federal candidate, of severance to a former employee of the candidate’s authorized committee and leadership PAC resulted in an excessive, unreported in-kind contribution by the third parties to the candidate and the two political committees); Factual & Legal Analysis at 30-33, MURs 4568, 4633, and 4634 (Triad Mgmt. Servs., Inc.) (finding reason to believe that by offering fundraising support, campaign management co
	52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(7)(B)(i); 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a)-(b). 
	158 

	See WSJ Nov. 9 Article; AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	159 

	The Fixers at 166-68 (detailing Trump’s awareness of AMI’s negotiations with McDougal); Cohen Book at 285 (stating that, after receiving an update from Cohen about McDougal’s story, Trump “immediately called Pecker”); see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	160 
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	1 McDougal’s story go away.Press reports also indicate that later, when AMI informed Cohen 2 that McDougal was fielding an offer from ABC for her story, Cohen updated Trump; Cohen also 3 subsequently notified Trump once McDougal signed the agreement with AMI.The available 4 information also indicates that AMI reportedly initially placed a low value on McDougal’s story 5 but was nevertheless directed by Trump to purchase her story.Thus, the record indicates that 6 AMI acted in consultation with and at the re
	161 
	162 
	163 

	10 ensure that a woman did not publicize damaging allegations about that candidate before the 2016 11 presidential election and thereby influence that election,” and the available information makes 12 clear that Cohen served as an agent of Trump in his discussions with AMI.13 As relevant here, the Commission has defined an “agent” of a federal candidate as “any 14 person who has actual authority, either express or implied,” to engage in certain activities with 15 respect to the creation, production, or dist
	164 
	165

	See The Fixers at 166; Cohen Book at 285. 
	161 

	See The Fixers at 168-69; see also House Oversight Testimony at 29-30 (“[Question:] Mr. Cohen, in your 10 years of working for Donald Trump[,] did he control everything that went on in the Trump Organization? And did you have to get his permission in advance and report back after every meeting of any importance. [Answer:] Yes. There was nothing that happened at The Trump Organization . . . that did not go through Mr. Trump with his approval and sign-off, as in the case of the payments.”). 
	162 

	See supra Section II.B. 
	163 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 2. 
	164 

	11 C.F.R. § 109.3. 
	165 
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	1 expenditures.  The Commission has explained that “[t]he grant and scope of the actual 2 authority, whether the person is acting within the scope of his or her actual authority, and 3 whether he or she is acting on behalf of the principal or a different person, are factual 4 determinations that are necessarily evaluated on a case-by-case basis in accordance with 5 traditional agency principles.”It has also explained that “[a]n agent’s actual authority is 6 created by manifestations of consent (express or i
	166
	167 
	168 

	10 political activity.”  Finally, the Commission has explained that the definitions of “agent” are 
	169

	11 broad enough to capture actions of individuals with certain titles or positions, actions by 
	12 individuals where the candidate privately instructed the individual to avoid raising non-Federal 
	13 funds, actions by individuals acting under indirect signals from a candidate, and actions by 
	14 individuals who willfully keep a candidate, political party committee, or other political 
	Id.; see also id. § 109.21(a) (addressing actions of “an agent” with respect to coordinated communications); id. § 109.20(a) (addressing non-communication activities of “an agent” with respect to coordinated expenditures); Coordinated and Independent Expenditures, 68 Fed. Reg. 421, 425 (Jan. 3, 2003) (“Coordination E&J”) (explaining that section 109.20(b) applies to “expenditures that are not made for communications but that are coordinated with a candidate, authorized committee, or political party committe
	166 

	Coordination E&J, 68 Fed. Reg. at 425. 
	167 

	Advisory Op. 2007-05 (Iverson) at 3-4 (“AO 2007-05”) (citing Agency E&J, 71 Fed. Reg. at 4976 and stating that if a candidate or federal officeholder provides an individual “with actual authority to solicit and receive contributions, then [that individual] would be an agent of a [f]ederal candidate or officeholder”) (internal citations omitted). 
	168 

	Agency E&J, 71 Fed. Reg. at 4976-77. 
	169 

	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 (Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 40 of 56 
	1 committee ignorant of their prohibited activity.  Thus, the Commission has concluded that an 2 individual is an agent of the candidate when the candidate “provides [that individual] with actual 3 authority.”4 The available information in this matter indicates that Trump provided Cohen with actual 5 authority to engage with AMI in the catch and kill scheme. With respect to the McDougal 6 payment scheme, it appears that Cohen played a crucial role in identifying to AMI Trump’s 7 interest in suppressing the 
	170
	171 
	172

	10 admissions from AMI, and information in press reports about Cohen’s actions taken on Trump’s 11 authority and Trump’s manifestations of assent for those actions, all support the conclusion that 12 Cohen was acting as an agent of Trump when he facilitated the payment from AMI to 13 McDougal.14 Finally, the available information supports the inference that AMI’s payment to Sajudin 15 was also made in accordance with the catch and kill agreement between Trump and AMI.  The 
	173 

	Id. at 4978-79. 
	170 

	AO 2007-05 at 4. 
	171 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶¶ 4-6 (stating that AMI began negotiations with Davidson and McDougal “[a]t Cohen’s urging and subject to Cohen’s promise that AMI would be reimbursed”); The Fixers at 147-48, 166-68 (detailing Cohen’s involvement in the McDougal payment scheme); Cohen Book at 284-89 (same). 
	172 

	The available information indicates that Trump, directly and through his counsel, Giuliani, has not denied that Cohen’s actions in connection with the McDougal and Clifford payments were undertaken as Trump’s agent. See supra Section II.D. The lawfulness of the activity is not, however, relevant to the agency determination; the Commission has explained that it “rejects . . . the argument that a person who has authority to engage in certain activities should be considered to be acting outside the scope of hi
	173 
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	1 payment to Sajudin was made in late 2015, subsequent to Trump’s August 2015 meeting and 2 agreement with Cohen and Pecker.The amount of the payment was also unusual when 3 compared to AMI’s payments to legitimate sources, because it was paid prior to publication or 4 investigation, was for a substantial sum, and carried an even more substantial penalty for 5 disclosure. The circumstances and timing of the payment support a conclusion that the payment 6 was part of AMI’s catch and kill agreement with Trump
	174 
	175

	10 consultation with and at the request or suggestion of Trump and Cohen, as an agent of Trump. 11 Accordingly, the AMI payments to McDougal and Sajudin meet the definition of 12 “coordinated” in 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a) in that they were made in cooperation, consultation or 13 concert with, or at the request or suggestion of Trump or Trump’s agent Cohen.  The coordinated 14 payments would constitute in-kind contributions from AMI to Trump and the Trump Committee 15 if they were “expenditures,” that is, made f
	176

	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	174 

	See House Oversight Testimony at 128, 132 (discussing Pecker’s actions to protect Trump and appearing to refer to the payment to Sajudin, as well as Cohen and Trump’s attempt to purchase the rights to stories silenced by AMI and the “treasure trove of documents” related to those stories). 
	175 

	See 52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i), (9)(A)(i). 
	176 
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	1 “expenditure,” the Commission has concluded that “the question under the Act is whether” the 
	177

	2 donation, payment, or service was “provided for the purpose of influencing a federal election 
	3 [and] not whether [it] provided a benefit to [a federal candidate’s] campaign.”The electoral 
	178 

	4 purpose of a payment may be clear on its face, as in payments to solicit contributions or for 
	5 communications that expressly advocate for the election or defeat of a specific candidate, or 
	6 inferred from the surrounding circumstances.
	179 

	7 When electoral purpose is not apparent on its face, the Commission has previously 
	8 concluded that payments would result in a contribution or expenditure if they were made to 
	9 potentially advance a candidacy, if they were made because of the beneficiary’s status as a 
	10 federal candidate, or if the payment was coordinated with the candidate or his campaign.   
	11 For example, in Advisory Opinion 1990-05, the Commission concluded that the 
	12 publication expenses of a newsletter by a candidate-owned company would be expenditures if 
	13 the newsletter referred to the candidate’s campaign or qualifications for office, referred to issues 
	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i), (9)(A)(i). 
	177 

	Factual & Legal Analysis at 6, MUR 7024 (Van Hollen for Senate). 
	178 

	See, e.g., Advisory Op. 2000-08 (Harvey) at 1, 3 (“AO 2000-08”) (concluding private individual’s $10,000 “gift” to federal candidate would be a contribution because “the proposed gift would not be made but for the recipient’s status as a Federal candidate”); Advisory Op. 1990-05 (Mueller) at 4 (“AO 1990-05”) (explaining that solicitations and express advocacy communications are for the purpose of influencing an election and concluding, after examining circumstances of the proposed activity, that federal can
	179 
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	1 
	1 
	or policy positions raised in the campaign (by the candidate or her opponents), or if the 

	2 
	2 
	distribution of the newsletter significantly expanded or otherwise indicated that it was being used 

	3 
	3 
	as a campaign communication.180 The Commission indicated that any discussion of issues or 

	4 
	4 
	policies “closely associated” with the candidate’s federal campaign “would be inevitably 

	5 
	5 
	perceived by readers as promoting your candidacy,” and the newsletter would therefore be 

	6 
	6 
	“viewed by the Commission as election-related and subject to the Act.”181 

	7 
	7 
	Similarly, in Advisory Opinion 2000-08, the Commission concluded that a donor’s 

	8 
	8 
	provision of a monetary “gift” to a federal candidate to express “gratitude” and “deep 

	9 
	9 
	appreciation” to him for running for office would be made to influence a federal election — 

	10 
	10 
	notwithstanding the donor’s statements that he intended that the gift be used solely for personal 

	11 
	11 
	expenses and did not “wish to directly support [the candidate’s] campaign” — because “the 

	12 
	12 
	proposed gift would not be made but for the recipient’s status as a Federal candidate; it is, 

	13 
	13 
	therefore, linked to the Federal election” and “would be considered a contribution.”182 

	14 
	14 
	Conversely, the Commission has previously found that activity by or in connection with a 

	15 
	15 
	federal candidate that is undertaken for any number of non-electoral purposes — including, e.g., 


	180 
	AO 1990-5 at 4. 
	181 
	Id. at 2, 4. 
	182 
	AO 2000-08 at 2-3. 
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	1 activity to advance a commercial interest,fulfill the obligations of holding federal office, or 
	183 
	184

	2 engage in non-candidate oriented election litigation  — does not necessarily result in a 
	185

	3 “contribution” or “expenditure,” even if such activity confers a benefit on a federal candidate or 
	4 otherwise impacts a federal election. 
	5 With respect to the McDougal payment, it is unnecessary to infer the circumstances 
	6 behind the payment; both AMI and Cohen have already acknowledged, in a sworn plea, 
	7 agreement, and testimony, that the purpose of paying McDougal was to prevent her story from 
	8 influencing the election.  In the AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, AMI explicitly admits that its 
	9 “principal purpose in entering into the agreement [with McDougal] was to suppress the model’s 
	10 story” and “to ensure that [she] did not publicize damaging allegations about [Trump] before the 
	E.g., Advisory Op. 2012-31 (AT&T) at 4 (wireless carrier charging a reduced fee to process text message-based donations to federal candidates did not thereby make “contributions” to the candidates because the reduced fee “reflects commercial considerations and does not reflect considerations outside of a business relationship”); Advisory Op. 2004-06 at 4 (Meetup) (commercial web service provider that can be used to arrange meetings and events based on shared interests did not make contributions by featuring
	183 

	E.g., Advisory Op. 1981-37 at 2 (Gephardt) (concluding that federal candidate did not receive a contribution by appearing at a series of “public affairs forums” paid for by a corporation because “the purpose of the activity is not to influence the nomination or election of a candidate for Federal office but rather in connection with the duties of a Federal officeholder” regardless of indirect benefit to future campaigns). 
	184 

	E.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 8, MUR 7024 (Van Hollen for Senate) (free legal services provided to a federal candidate challenging FEC disclosure regulations were not contributions because the services were provided “for the purpose of challenging a rule of general application, not to influence a particular election”); cf. Advisory Op. 1980-57 at 3 (Bexar County Democratic Party) (funds raised for federal candidate’s lawsuit seeking removal of a potential opponent from the ballot were contributions beca
	185 
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	1 2016 presidential election and thereby influence that election.”Further, AMI admits that the 2 payment to McDougal was part of an overarching scheme in “assisting [the] campaign” in 3 identifying and purchasing “negative stories about [his] relationships with women” to prevent 4 their publication.  Cohen admits that he worked with AMI, the Enquirer, Pecker, and Howard 5 to catch and kill McDougal’s story and that his work with AMI in connection with the $150,000 6 payment was done “at the request of the c
	186 
	187
	188 

	10 Sajudin, the terms of the agreements relative to AMI’s usual practices, the release from the non11 disclosure provisions shortly after the election, and the coordination between AMI, Trump, and 12 Cohen — indicates that the payments would not have been made absent Trump’s status as a 13 candidate.  As with the facts the Commission considered in Advisory Opinions 1990-05 and 14 2000-08, the available information in this matter supports the conclusion that the purpose of the 
	-
	189

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶¶ 2, 5. 
	186 

	Id. ¶ 3. 
	187 

	House Oversight Testimony at 30, 99-100 (noting that Pecker had paid hush money to other individuals in addition to McDougal); Cohen Plea Hearing at 23; see supra note 18. 
	188 

	See supra Sections II.A, B, C.1 (discussing McDougal and Sajudin’s negotiations with AMI after the August 2015 meeting between Pecker, Cohen, and Trump, during which they agreed that Pecker would catch and kill negative stories about Trump’s relationships with women so that they were not published before the election); AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5 (acknowledging that $150,000 payment to McDougal was substantially higher that AMI would normally pay); Sajudin AP Article (reporting that the amount 
	189 
	-
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	1 McDougal and Sajudin payments was to influence the 2016 election, irrespective of any 
	2 incidental effects they may have had on Trump personally.  Although McDougal and 
	190

	3 Sajudin’s stories involved years-and decades-old allegations, respectively, and Pecker and 
	4 Trump reportedly have a longstanding friendship such that “critical coverage of Trump 
	5 vanished” once Pecker “took over” AMI,AMI’s specific catch and kill effort to obtain and 
	191 

	6 prevent the publication of damaging stories, including McDougal’s and Sajudin’s, began only 
	7 after Trump became a candidate for president in June 2015.
	192 

	8 Thus, the available information supports the conclusion that AMI’s payments to 
	9 McDougal and Sajudin were coordinated with Trump and were made for the purpose of 
	See Advisory Op. 1990-05 at 4; Advisory Op. 2000-08 at 2-3. In Advisory Opinion 2000-08, the Commission also concluded that the donor’s payment of the candidate’s personal expenses would be treated as a contribution under the “personal use” provision governing third party payments at 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(6) because the payment would not have been made “irrespective of the candidacy.” AO 2000-08 at 3; see also 52 U.S.C. § 30114(b) (prohibiting use of campaign funds “to fulfill any commitment, obligation, or 
	190 

	2017 New Yorker Article. 
	191 

	See Donald J. Trump, Statement of Candidacy (June 22, 2015); AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3 (admitting that “Pecker offered to help deal with negative stories about [Trump’s] relationships with women by, among other things, assisting the campaign in identifying such stories so they could be purchased and their publication avoided”); Alex Altman and Charlotte Alter, Trump Launches Presidential Campaign with Empty Flair, TIME at 4) (recapping Trump’s 2015 campaign launch). Although the Trump Committ
	192 
	(June 16, 2015), https://time.com/3922770/donald-trump-campaign-launch/ (cited by MUR 7366 Compl. 
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	1 influencing Trump’s election, resulting in AMI making “coordinated expenditures” under the 
	2 Act.
	193 

	3 2. 4 5 
	The Commission Finds Reason to Believe that AMI’s Payments to 
	McDougal and Sajudin Were Prohibited Corporate In-Kind Contributions 
	to the Trump Committee 

	6 Because the available information indicates that AMI’s payments to McDougal and 7 Sajudin were coordinated expenditures made for the purpose of influencing the 2016 election, 8 the record supports a reason to believe finding that the payments constituted in-kind 9 contributions from AMI to Trump and the Trump Committee that must have been reported by 
	10 the Trump Committee as both contributions from AMI to the Trump Committee and 11 expenditures by the Trump Committee to McDougal and Sajudin.  Further, because the 12 payments were in-kind contributions to the Trump Committee, they were subject to the 13 contribution limits and prohibitions set forth in the Act and Commission regulations.The Act 14 and Commission regulations prohibit corporations from making contributions to candidate 15 committees.  The Act and Commission regulations also prohibit candi
	194
	195 
	196

	In addition, the payments to public relations firms by AMI under the Amendment to the McDougal agreement, which were used to allow AMI to control the narrative surrounding McDougal’s story and further prevent McDougal from speaking about her relationship with Trump, likely were made for the purpose of influencing the 2020 presidential election and likely were coordinated expenditures resulting in in-kind contributions from AMI to Trump and Trump Committee. 
	193 

	See 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(b). 
	194 

	Under the Act, an individual may not make a contribution to a candidate with respect to any election in excess of the legal limit, which was $2,700 per election during the 2016 election cycle. See 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(1)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1). However, as detailed below, these contributions were made by a corporation, not an individual. 
	195 

	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b). 
	196 
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	1 contribution, and for any officer or director of a corporation to consent to making any such 2 contribution.3 The Commission has previously found violations of the Act by a corporation and its 4 officers in connection with similar payments to third parties. In MUR 7248, the Commission 5 found reason to believe that Cancer Treatment Centers of America and several of its corporate 6 officers violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118 by making and consenting to prohibited corporate 7 contributions where the corporate offic
	197 
	198 

	10 require proof of the contributor’s knowledge of the violation, AMI has admitted to DOJ that it 11 knew that corporations are prohibited from contributing to candidate committees like the Trump 12 Committee.The AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement states: 13 At all relevant times, AMI knew that corporations such as AMI are subject 
	199 

	14 to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by corporations, 15 made for purposes of influencing an election and in coordination with or at 16 the request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful.  At no time did AMI 17 report to the Federal Election Commission that it had made the $150,000 18 payment to [McDougal].
	200 

	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b), (d)-(e). 
	197 

	Factual & Legal Analysis at 15-18, 21-22, MUR 7248 (Cancer Treatment Centers of America Global, Inc.); see also MUR 7027 (MV Transportation, Inc.) (conciliating violations of 52 U.S.C. § 30118 with a corporation and CEO that stemmed from a reimbursement scheme); MUR 6889 (Eric Byer) (finding reason to believe that a corporation and an executive violated section 30118 through a contribution reimbursement scheme) see also First Gen. Counsel’s Rpt. at 18-19, 26, MUR 6766 (Jesse Jackson Jr.) (recommending that 
	198 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 8. 
	199 

	200 
	Id. 

	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 (Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 49 of 56 
	1 Thus, AMI has admitted that it made the payment to McDougal while knowing that it was 2 unlawful.It is reasonable to infer, further, that AMI also knew its payment to Sajudin was 3 unlawful when it made that payment in December 2015. 4 The available information indicates that the Trump Committee and Trump knowingly 5 accepted the in-kind corporate contributions from AMI.  Trump’s acceptance of AMI’s 6 prohibited contributions can be reasonably inferred from Trump’s instrumental involvement in 7 the agreem
	201 
	202 

	10 Trump reportedly participated in the August 2015 meeting with Pecker and Cohen, during which 11 the catch and kill plan was agreed upon; Trump reportedly communicated with Cohen and 12 Pecker about the prospect of AMI acquiring the McDougal story throughout the process, 13 including by asking Pecker to make the story go away even though Pecker, Howard, and Cohen 14 had earlier decided not to do so; and Trump thanked Pecker for suppressing the story after the 15 election after Trump failed to reimburse AM
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	1 The September 2016 tape recording of the meeting between Trump and Cohen further 2 indicates Trump’s direct knowledge of AMI’s payment to McDougal.The tape recording 3 Cohen made during a September 2016 meeting with Trump supports Cohen’s testimony that 4 Trump had direct knowledge of the assignment agreement just weeks after the underlying 5 agreement with McDougal had been executed.  Although it is not publicly known at this time 6 whether Trump’s payment for the assignment was to have come from Trump p
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	10 regarding AMI’s payment to McDougal.  Additionally, Trump’s counsel, Giuliani, publicly 11 acknowledged that the Trump-Cohen recording related to “buying the story rights,” which lends 12 further credence to the conclusion that Trump knew, at the time of that recording, that AMI had 13 made payments in cooperation, consultation or concert with, or at the request or suggestion of 14 Trump himself.Despite the Trump Committee’s public denial,Trump’s direct knowledge 
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	See House Oversight Testimony at 100 (testifying that Cohen, Pecker, and Trump planned to transfer the rights to McDougal’s story to an entity owned by Cohen, in exchange for Trump’s payment of $125,000 to AMI); CNN Article; WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
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	1 of the AMI payment can be imputed to the campaign, and the available information indicates 2 that both Trump and the Trump Committee knew about AMI’s payment to McDougal and 3 knowingly accepted the resulting prohibited corporate in-kind contribution. 4 Additionally, Trump appears to have also gained knowledge of AMI’s expenditures via 5 Cohen.  As explained above, Cohen acted as an agent of Trump in his interactions with AMI 6 concerning AMI’s payment to McDougal to influence the 2016 presidential electi
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	10 Cohen for assignment rights to the story.  Thus, Cohen indicates that, not only was he acting 11 as an agent of Trump, but that, in that capacity, he kept Trump apprised of AMI’s payment to 12 McDougal.  13 In addition, given the August 2015 catch and kill agreement between Trump, Pecker and 14 Cohen, Cohen’s reported communications with Howard concerning the Enquirer’s investigation 15 of Sajudin’s story, and the numerous factors suggesting that negotiations with Sajudin deviated 16 from the standard in
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	1 appears that Trump and the Trump Committee knowingly accepted the in-kind contribution from 2 AMI in the form of AMI’s payment to Sajudin.3 Thus, the Commission finds reason to believe that Trump and the Trump Committee 4 violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by knowingly accepting prohibited corporate contributions.  5 C. The Commission Finds Reason to Believe that the Trump Committee Failed 
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	6 to Disclose the AMI Payments to McDougal and Sajudin 
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	10 and Sajudin, including the dates, amounts, and purposes of the in-kind contributions.11 The Trump Committee did not disclose the McDougal and Sajudin payments because the 12 available information indicates that Trump, Cohen, Pecker, Howard, and AMI intended for the 13 payments to be concealed from public view, thereby insulating Trump and the Trump Committee 14 and depriving the public of information about Trump before the election.  Accordingly, the 15 Commission finds reason to believe that the Trump C
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	1 and 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a) and (b) by failing to report required information in its Commission 2 filings.  3 D.  The Commission Finds Reason to Believe that the Violations Set Forth Above 
	4 Were Knowing and Willful 
	5 The Act prescribes additional penalties for “knowing and willful” violations,which are 6 defined as “acts [that] were committed with full knowledge of all the relevant facts and a 7 recognition that the action is prohibited by law.”  This standard does not require knowledge of 
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	227 

	13 The available information indicates that there is reason believe that Trump, and the 
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	1 
	1 
	As to the Sajudin payment, although the current record is less fulsome, the available 

	2 
	2 
	information provides a basis to conclude that the Sajudin payment is consistent with the catch 

	3 
	3 
	and kill agreement between Pecker, Trump, and Cohen, an agreement which AMI has 

	4 
	4 
	acknowledged in the context of the McDougal payment it knew was unlawful.   

	5 
	5 
	Accordingly, the Commission finds reason to believe that the violations of the Act by 

	6 
	6 
	Trump and the Trump Committee, as set forth above, were knowing and willful. 
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	6 of influencing the [2016 presidential] election.”
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	4 election.”
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	5 A. Pecker, Trump, and Cohen Enter into a Catch and Kill Agreement for 
	6 Trump’s Campaign 
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	1 Cohen, who would inform Trump, and “Pecker agreed to keep Cohen apprised of any such 2 negative stories.”Cohen, in his sworn testimony, confirms that there was an agreement that 3 AMI would catch and kill negative stories involving Trump to avoid publication of those stories, 4 describing catch and kill as working with news outlets to identify and purchase the rights to news 5 6 It is not publicly known whether AMI either purchased directly or steered to Cohen and 7 the Trump Committee other Trump-related
	24
	25 
	stories of interest and avoid their publication.
	26 
	27 

	10 Enquirer had regarding Trump, leading Howard and others to order the consolidation of Trump
	-

	11 related materials in a safe at AMI offices in New York.Press reports indicate that during the 
	28 

	60 negative stories about Trump’s opponents prior to Trump becoming the Republican nominee while also publishing stores that praised Trump). 
	The Fixers at xi. 
	24 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	25 

	House Oversight Testimony at 30 (Cohen testified that “catch and kill is a method that exists when you are working with a news outlet — in this specific case it was AMI, National Enquirer, David Pecker, Dylan Howard, and others — where they would contact me or Mr. Trump or someone and state that there’s a story that’s percolating out there that you may be interested in. And then what you do is you contact that individual and you purchase the rights to that story from them.”); see also Michael Cohen, DISLOYA
	26 

	27 
	Ronan Farrow, CATCH AND KILL: LIES, SPIES, AND A CONSPIRACY TO PROTECT PREDATORS 17 (2019) 
	(“Farrow, Catch and Kill”). The list reportedly included approximately 60 items and was titled “Donald Trump 
	Killed” in reference to stories about Trump that had been “killed.” See Politics & Prose Interview by Sunny Hostin 
	with Ronan Farrow in Washington, D.C. 
	(Oct. 21, 2019), https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FaTi090FVAA 

	(45:38-47:39). 
	Farrow, Catch and Kill at 17. 
	28 

	MURs 7332 and 7364 (Dylan Howard) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 8 of 50 
	1 first week of November 2016 Howard ordered his staff at the Enquirer to destroy documents 2 3 B. AMI Payment to Karen McDougal 
	held in an office safe, including documents that were related to Trump.
	29 

	4 1. 5 On June 15, 2016, Keith Davidson, an attorney representing former Playboy model Karen 6 McDougal, reportedly contacted Howard about the potential sale of the rights to McDougal’s 7   Pecker and Howard then 8 informed Cohen about the McDougal story and AMI began negotiations to obtain the rights to 9 her story “[a]t Cohen’s urging and subject to Cohen’s promise that AMI would be reimbursed.”
	AMI’s Agreement with McDougal 
	story about her alleged affair with Trump while he was married.
	30
	31 

	10 Howard reportedly interviewed McDougal on June 20, 2016, and following the interview, 11 indicated to McDougal that her story was worth a limited sum without “stronger documentation” 12   Howard, Pecker, and Cohen reportedly discussed the situation via 13 conference call that day, and the three men agreed that AMI would not make an immediate 14   On June 27, 2016, Cohen purportedly informed Trump about McDougal’s story; Trump 
	of the relationship.
	32
	offer.
	33

	Farrow, Catch and Kill at 16-17; see also Daniel Lippman, Ronan Farrow: National Enquirer Shredded Secret Trump Documents, POLITICO (Oct.national-enquirer-shredded-trump-documents-046711; House Oversight Testimony at 128, 160 (Cohen confirming that he asked Pecker for the “treasure trove” of stories purchased by Pecker). 
	29 
	 14, 2019), https://www.politico.com/news/2019/10/14/ronan-farrow
	-


	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4; The Fixers at 164; WSJ Nov. 9 Article. In March 2018, after filing a lawsuit against AMI challenging her contract, McDougal stated in a CNN interview that her relationship with Trump began in June 2006 and ended in 2007, while Trump was married to his current wife, Melania Trump. Jim Rutenberg, Ex-Playboy Model Karen McDougal Details 10-Month Affair with Donald Trump, N.Y. TIMES (Mar. Mar. 22 Article”). 
	30 
	22, 2018), https://www nytimes.com/2018/03/22/us/politics/karen-mcdougal-interview html (“NY Times 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4; MUR 7332 Compl. at 3-4. 
	31 

	The Fixers at 164-65; AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4; compare McDougal New Yorker Article (stating that Howard initially valued McDougal’s story at $10,000), with The Fixers at 164-65 (stating that Howard initially valued McDougal’s story at $15,000). 
	32 

	The Fixers at 165; see WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	33 
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	1 reportedly then telephoned Pecker and asked him to make the McDougal story go away.
	34 

	2 McDougal, under the impression that AMI was not interested in purchasing her story, began 
	3 discussions with another media entity, ABC, in an effort to “get in front of the story.”
	35 

	4   In July 2016, 
	On July 19, 2016, Trump became the Republican presidential nominee.
	36

	5 Davidson reportedly informed Howard that he was fielding an offer from ABC but that 
	6   Howard and Pecker 
	McDougal wanted to receive a payment and assistance with her career.
	37

	7 updated Cohen, who in turn reportedly informed Trump of the situation, and they decided to 
	8   Howard and Davidson reportedly then negotiated a 
	move forward with an offer to McDougal.
	38

	9 
	contract between AMI and McDougal.
	39 

	The Fixers at 166; Cohen Book at 285 (stating that Trump “immediately called Pecker”); see WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	34 

	McDougal Interview with Anderson Cooper, CNN (Mar. /the story or not. They didn’t want the story . . . . I still have to get in front of the story because it’s still getting put out there. So, we went to ABC. They were very interested in the story.”); see McDougal New Yorker Article (indicating that AMI had “little interest” in McDougal’s story); McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 12-13 (indicating that McDougal was informed that AMI had “no interest” in purchasing her story); MUR 7332 Compl. at 3 (citing McDougal New Y
	35 
	22, 2018), http://edition.cnn.com/TRANSCRIPTS 
	1803/22/acd.02 html (“CNN McDougal Interview”) (“[AMI] had a 12-hour window to accept whether they wanted 

	The Fixers at 166; Alexander Burns and Jonathan Martin, Donald Trump Claims Nomination, with Discord Clear but Family Cheering, N.Y. TIMES trump-rnc html. 
	36 
	(July 19, 2016), https://www.nytimes.com/2016/07/20/us/politics/donald
	-


	The Fixers at 166-68; see WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	37 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4 (stating that “AMI communicated to Cohen that it would acquire the story to prevent its publication”); The Fixers at 168; see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article; McDougal New Yorker Article; McDougal Complaint. 
	38 

	The Fixers at 168-69; see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article; McDougal New Yorker Article; McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 14, 42, 46-47 (stating that AMI showed renewed interest in purchasing the rights to McDougal’s story after she shared with Davidson her concerns about publicly telling her story). 
	39 
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	1 AMI and McDougal entered into a contract on August 6, 2016,whereby AMI 
	40 

	2 purchased the “Limited Life Story Rights” to the story of McDougal’s relationship with “any 
	3 then-married man”   In addition, 
	— Trump — in exchange for the payment of $150,000.
	41

	4 McDougal agreed to be featured on two AMI-owned magazine covers and work with a 
	5 ghostwriter to author monthly columns for AMI publications; however, AMI was not obligated 
	6   Davidson allegedly told McDougal that AMI would purchase her story 
	to publish her columns.
	42

	7 On 
	with the purpose of not publishing it because of Pecker’s friendship with Trump.
	43 

	8 August 10, 2016, AMI sent a $150,000 payment to Davidson for the rights to McDougal’s 
	9 McDougal alleges that as early as October 2016, AMI staff appeared to lack interest in 
	story.
	44 

	10 the columns that McDougal agreed to have published in her name.
	45 

	The contract was allegedly sent to McDougal on August 5, 2016, and she signed the contract the next morning. McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 48-55. Davidson reportedly sent the signed contract to Howard and AMI’s in-house counsel, Cameron Stracher. The Fixers at 168-69 (noting that Davidson informed ABC that McDougal would not proceed with the network and stating that Davidson notified Cohen of the signed contract). 
	40 

	MUR 7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard, Ex. A; id., Ex. B (amending McDougal’s agreement with AMI so that she could “respond to legitimate press inquiries regarding the facts of her alleged relationship with Donald Trump”); McDougal New Yorker Article; MUR 7332 Compl. at 4 (citing WSJ 2016 Article). On March 22, 2018, McDougal was interviewed by CNN and discussed her relationship with Trump at length, as well as how it led to her negotiations with AMI. See NY Times Mar. 22 Article (summarizing details of 
	41 

	MUR 7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard, Ex. A at 1; see MUR 7332 Compl. at 3 (citing McDougal New Yorker Article); see also MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 6 (citing McDougal Complaint ¶ 59). 
	42 

	MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 5 (citing McDougal Complaint ¶ 47). 
	43 

	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5; see also Cohen Book at 286 (alleging that Pecker asked a former employee named Daniel Rotstein to use his Florida consulting company as a pass-through for AMI’s payment to Davidson). 
	44 

	McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 57-60. However, it does appear that AMI ultimately published several columns under McDougal’s name. MUR 7332 AMI Resp. at 8 (“To date, AMI’s publications have published approximately twenty-five (25) columns and articles either bylined or featuring Ms. McDougal across its publications, and AMI has requested additional columns from her.”). 
	45 
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	1 AMI acknowledges in the DOJ Non-Prosecution Agreement that the payment of 2 $150,000 was substantially more than AMI would normally have agreed to pay because it relied 3   Further, AMI acknowledges that 4 its “principal purpose in entering into the agreement was to suppress the model’s story so as to 5 prevent it from influencing the election” and that “[a]t no time during the negotiation for or 6 acquisition of [McDougal’s] story did AMI intend to publish the story or disseminate 7 information about it 
	upon Cohen’s commitment that AMI would be reimbursed.
	46
	47 

	10 request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful.”
	48 

	11 2. 12 During the negotiations concerning McDougal’s story, AMI and McDougal’s lawyer, 13 Davidson, reportedly kept Cohen informed as to the status of the discussions; Cohen in turn 14 updated   AMI reportedly notified Cohen on multiple occasions: upon the initial 
	Role of Cohen, Trump, and the Trump Committee 
	Trump.
	49

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5 (“AMI agreed to pay the model $150,000 — substantially more money than AMI otherwise would have paid to acquire the story — because of Cohen’s assurances to Pecker that AMI would ultimately be reimbursed for the payment.”). 
	46 

	See id. 
	47 

	Id., Ex. A ¶ 8; cf. The Fixers at 169 (noting that Pecker consulted with a campaign finance “expert” before signing off on the McDougal transaction and “believe[ed] the contract with McDougal was legally sound” because AMI agreed to pay her for future work in addition to purchasing her story rights); WSJ Nov. 9 Article (“Mr. Pecker researched campaign-finance laws before entering into the McDougal deal . . . . After speaking with an election-law specialist, Mr. Pecker concluded the company’s payment to Ms. 
	48 

	The Fixers at 166, 168-69; WSJ Nov. 9 Article; cf. House Oversight Testimony at 29-30 (Question: “Mr. Cohen, in your 10 years of working for Donald Trump[,] did he control everything that went on in the Trump Organization? And did you have to get his permission in advance and report back after every meeting of any importance.” Answer: “Yes. There was nothing that happened at The Trump Organization . . . that did not go through Mr. Trump with his approval and sign-off, as in the case of the payments.”). 
	49 
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	1 outreach from Davidson, after its interview with McDougal, when Davidson warned Howard that 2 ABC was interested in McDougal’s story, and when AMI was in the process of finalizing the 3 Shortly after McDougal signed the agreement with AMI, 4 Davidson reportedly contacted Cohen and informed him that the McDougal transaction had been 5   Cohen testified that he worked with AMI to keep McDougal’s story from 6 becoming public and that AMI’s payment to McDougal “was done at the direction of Mr. Trump 7 and in 
	agreement with McDougal.
	50 
	completed.
	51
	52 

	10 AMI.
	53 

	11 In late August and September 2016, Cohen requested to Pecker that AMI assign Cohen 
	12 the “limited life rights portion” of AMI’s agreement with McDougal, which “included the 
	13 requirement that the model not otherwise disclose her story.”  Trump and Cohen reportedly 
	54

	The Fixers at 164-166, 168-69 (“Cohen soon learned of the ABC talks from the American Media executives and alerted Trump. They decided now was the time to buy.”); see also Cohen Book at 284-89 (describing Cohen and Trump’s involvement with AMI’s payment to McDougal and stating “[w]hen I heard about the ABC initiative, I knew it was time to act”). 
	50 

	NYT Feb. 18 Article; The Fixers at 169 (noting that, when Davidson advised Cohen that the contract was fully executed, Cohen already knew and Trump knew too and was “grateful”). Cohen reportedly denied recalling these communications with Davidson when contacted by New York Times reporters prior to his plea agreement. See NYT Feb. 18 Article. 
	51 

	U.S. House of Representatives Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, Executive Session, Michael IG00-20190520-SD002.pdf (“House Intelligence Deposition”); see Cohen Plea Hearing at 23 (“[O]n or about the summer of 2016, in coordination with, and at the direction of, a candidate for federal office, I and the CEO of a media company at the request of the candidate worked together to keep an individual with information that would be harmful to the candidate and to the campaign from publicly disclosing this
	52 
	Cohen Dep. at 117, 119 (Feb. 28, 2019), https://docs.house.gov/meetings/IG/IG00/20190520/109549/HMTG-116
	-


	McDougal Complaint ¶ 20. 
	53 

	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6. 
	54 
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	1 also wanted Pecker to turn over AMI’s Trump-related materials because of the concern that 
	2 Pecker might leave AMI.Pecker agreed to assign the life rights to an entity Cohen created for 
	55 

	3   The assignment agreement was drawn up, and on September 30, 2016, 
	a payment of $125,000.
	56

	4 Pecker signed the agreement, which transferred the limited life rights to McDougal’s story to an 
	5 
	entity set up by Cohen.
	57 

	6 In a tape recording made by Cohen during a September 2016 meeting with Trump, 
	7 Trump and Cohen appear to discuss the circumstances surrounding the assignment agreement 
	8 between AMI and Cohen and how Trump would buy the rights to McDougal’s story from 
	9 AMI.  In an interview that aired on the evening the tape recording was made public, Rudy 
	58

	The Fixers at 169 (“Cohen was pushing American Media to turn over all its archival material on Trump, in case Pecker left the company. Cohen and Trump didn’t want a new chief executive with no loyalty to Trump to have control over it.”); WSJ Nov. 9 Article (“Concerned Mr. Pecker might leave American Media, Mr. Cohen wanted to buy other materials the company had gathered on Mr. Trump over the years, including source files and tips. In a meeting at the Trump Organization offices in early September, Mr. Cohen 
	55 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; The Fixers at 169-71 (identifying the Cohen-created entity as Resolution Consultants, LLC, and explaining that the $25,000 difference between the amount paid to McDougal and the amount to be paid for the assignment accounted for McDougal’s future AMI work); see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article. Because AMI purchased the rights to feature McDougal on two magazine covers and publish columns attributed to her, “Cohen and Pecker said that Trump would be liable for only a hundred
	56 
	(Apr. 29, 2019), https://www newyorker.com/magazine/2019/05/06/michael-cohens-last-days-of-freedom 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; see SDNY Cohen Sentencing Memorandum at 12. 
	57 

	Chris Cuomo, Kara Scannell & Eli Watkins, CNN Obtains Secret Trump-Cohen Tape, CNN (July 25, (cited by MUR 7332 Second Amend. Compl. at 3); see also Cohen Book at 287 (“I decided I needed to record a conversation with Trump about the payment for two reasons. First, to show Pecker that I was asking Trump to repay the obligation, and second, to have a record of his participation if the conspiracy ever came out. . . . I could sense the stakes were getting higher and higher as I explained the details of the tra
	58 
	2018), https://www.cnn.com/2018/07/24/politics/michael-cohen-donald-trump-tape/index.html (“CNN Article”) 
	(July 20, 2018), https://www.nytimes.com/2018/07/20/us/politics/michael-cohen-trump-tape.html (cited 

	MURs 7332 and 7364 (Dylan Howard) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 14 of 50 
	1 Giuliani, counsel for Trump, acknowledged that the tape recording reflects a conversation 
	2 between Trump and Cohen about “how they’re going to buy the rights” to McDougal’s story 
	3 from AMI but argued that there is “[n]o indication of any crime being committed on this tape.”
	59 

	4 At one point in the recording, Cohen says, in an apparent reference to the entity he would later 
	5 create for the purchase, “I need to open up a company for the transfer of all of that info regarding 
	6   According to Cohen, Trump 
	our friend, David,” which is reportedly a reference to Pecker.
	60

	7 asks “So what do we got to pay for this?  One-fifty?”Later, Trump asks “What financing?” 
	61 

	8 and Cohen tells Trump, “We’ll have to pay.”  Cohen also states:  “I’ve spoken with [Trump 
	62

	9 Organization Chief Financial Officer] Allen Weisselberg about how to set the whole thing up 
	10 with funding.”
	63 

	connection with these materials). Lanny Davis, counsel for Cohen, released the recording to CNN, which aired it on July 25, 2018. See CNN Article. 
	See The Ingraham Angle, Giuliani Responds to Release of Secret Trump-Cohen Recording, FOX NEWS CHANNEL trump-cohen-recording (introducing Giuliani as “personal attorney for President Trump”); CNN Article (citing same). 
	59 
	3:05-3:10 (July 24, 2018), https://www foxnews.com/transcript/giuliani-responds-to-release-of-secret
	-


	See CNN Article; Cohen Book at 287 (“That was how we talked: euphemistically, circling a subject carefully, choosing words that might allow for some ambiguity.”). On September 30, 2016, Cohen registered Resolution Consultants LLC in Delaware; he dissolved it on October 17, 2016, the day he registered another entity, Essential Consultants LLC in Delaware. See Warrant Aff. ¶ 35.b, c; Cohen Book at 288. 
	60 

	Cohen Book at 287 (recalling “I told Trump that the amount we’re paying should include all the ‘stuff’ that Pecker had on him. By ‘stuff’ I meant any and all other salacious Trump stories we believed he possessed” and indicating that Trump responded “Yeah, I was thinking about that. . . . Maybe he gets hit by a truck.”); see CNN Article. 
	61 

	See CNN Article. Trump then says “pay with cash,” but it is unclear whether he is instructing Cohen to pay with cash. See id. Cohen then says “no, no,” however the context is unclear. See id. During the CNN segment addressed in the CNN article, it is reported that Trump’s team argued that Trump said “don’t pay with cash . . . check.” Cuomo Prime Time (CNN television broadcast July 24, 2018). 
	62 

	CNN Article. In speaking with CNN, Alan Futerfas, a Trump Organization lawyer, rejected the notion that the reference to “cash” in the tape recording “refers to green currency” because Trump and the Trump Organization would not in the ordinary course make such a payment using actual cash. Id. Similarly, Giuliani denied that Trump would “set[] up a corporation and then us[e] cash.” Id. CNN further reported that Futerfas would not speculate as to whether the payment referenced in the conversation would have c
	63 
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	1 According to Cohen, Trump was supposed to make the payment to AMI but “elected not 
	2 to pay it.”  In October 2016, after Cohen signed the assignment agreement but before Pecker 
	64

	3 was paid the $125,000, Pecker notified Cohen that he was cancelling the agreement and 
	4 AMI never received any 
	requested that Cohen tear up the agreement signed by Pecker.
	65 

	5 reimbursement or payment from Cohen, Trump, or anyone else for its payment to McDougal; 
	6 
	however, Trump reportedly thanked Pecker for purchasing McDougal’s story.
	66 

	7 Even after discussions about the assignment agreement ended, Cohen and AMI continued 
	8 to discuss how to deal with the McDougal story, exchanging multiple calls and texts on 
	9 November 4, 2016, when AMI’s payment to McDougal was reported in The Wall Street 
	10 .  These communications between Cohen, Pecker, and Howard were focused on 
	Journal
	67

	11 strategizing about how to handle McDougal, providing comments to The Wall Street Journal in 
	12 connection with the story, and discussing the implications of the article, which appeared four 
	House Oversight Testimony at 100 (noting that “Pecker was very angry because there was also other moneys that David had expended on [Trump’s] behalf” for which Pecker also was not reimbursed); see also 2019 New Yorker Article (“According to Cohen, McDougal’s appearance on the cover of one of [AMI’s] magazines, Muscle & Fitness Hers, led to a sizable increase in sales, and Trump decided that A.M.I. had received its money’s worth in the deal” because, as Cohen said, “‘[i]t sold over two hundred and fifty thou
	64 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; The Fixers at 170-71 (reporting that Pecker asked Cohen to tear up the assignment agreement after Pecker consulted with Stracher, AMI’s in-house counsel); WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	65 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6; The Fixers at 198, 314 (stating that Trump thanked Pecker in January 2017 at Trump Tower and that Pecker told DOJ that Trump thanked him); see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	66 

	Warrant Affidavit ¶ 40. This sworn affidavit was provided by an FBI Special Agent in support of a search warrant that was executed on April 9, 2018, for Cohen’s apartment, law office, and a hotel suite where he and his family had been staying while renovating their apartment. 
	67 

	MURs 7332 and 7364 (Dylan Howard) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 16 of 50 
	1   Cohen allegedly noted to Howard that an unnamed individual, 2 believed to be Trump, was “pissed” about the publication of the story, and Howard told Cohen 3 that AMI’s payment to McDougal “looks suspicious at best.”4 In addition to Cohen’s alleged reference to Trump’s knowledge about the McDougal 5 story breaking, the available information also indicates that Trump spoke directly to Pecker 6 around that time.The Wall Street Journal article was published online the evening of 7 8 Despite Cohen and Trump’
	days before the election.
	68
	69 
	70 
	November 4th, and Pecker allegedly spoke to Trump on the telephone the following morning.
	71 

	10 and asserted that McDougal’s story about a relationship with Trump was “‘totally untrue.’”11 AMI asserted to The Wall Street Journal that “it wasn’t buying Ms. McDougal’s story for 12 $150,000, but rather two years’ worth of her fitness columns and magazine covers as well as 
	72 

	See Warrant Affidavit ¶ 40.a-e (recounting Howard’s text message to Cohen that stated, “Let’s let the dust settle. We don’t want to push her over the edge. She’s on side at present and we have a solid position and a plausible position that she is rightfully employed as a columnist”). As the story was breaking, Cohen and Howard discussed McDougal’s reluctance to provide a statement to Davidson and strategized about how best to handle McDougal; Cohen also allegedly forwarded Howard an image of an email from a
	68 

	Id. ¶ 40.c (stating the FBI agent’s belief that “Cohen was referring to Trump when he stated ‘he’s pissed.’” and recounting that Cohen asked Howard “how the Wall Street Journal could publish its article if ‘everyone denies,’” with Howard responding, “‘Because there is the payment from AMI. It looks suspicious at best’”). 
	69 

	Id. ¶ 40.d (Cohen texted Pecker late that evening: “The boss just tried calling you. Are you free?” and then texted Howard: “Is there a way to find David quickly?”). 
	70 

	Id. ¶ 40.e. 
	71 

	WSJ 2016 Article; see The Fixers at 194 (reporting that Trump dictated Hicks’s response to The Wall Street Journal); WSJ Nov. 9 Article. Additionally, Hicks reportedly told DOJ officials that Pecker informed her of the substance of his response before he sent it to the Journal. The Fixers at 314. 
	72 
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	1 exclusive life rights to any relationship she has had with a then-married man” and said that it 
	2 “‘has not paid people to kill damaging stories about Mr. Trump.’”
	73 

	3 After the November 4, 2016, article in The Wall Street Journal was published, McDougal 
	4 retained new counsel and negotiated an amendment to her original agreement with AMI 
	5 (“Amendment”), which allowed her to “respond to legitimate press inquiries regarding the facts 
	6 of her alleged relationship with Donald Trump.”  In the Amendment, AMI agreed to “retain the 
	74

	7 services” of two public relations professionals for a total of six months to provide public 
	8 relations and reputation management services and coordinate responses to the press with AMI.
	75 

	9 However, for more than a year after that, AMI instructed McDougal to say nothing about her 
	10 alleged relationship with Trump and ghostwrote email responses for McDougal to send to 
	11 inquiring AMI also allegedly provided the reporters with “false and misleading 
	reporters.
	76 

	12 information”
	 and later threatened McDougal with litigation if she told her story to reporters.
	77 

	WSJ 2016 Article. In a June 2017 article, however, Pecker admitted to The New Yorker that AMI’s payment to McDougal contained elements relating to his personal friendship with Trump and was predicated on her not “bashing Trump and American Media.” Jeffrey Toobin, The National Enquirer’s Fervor for Trump, THE NEW YORKER trump (“2017 New Yorker Article”) (cited by MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 6 and MUR 7332 Compl. at 3). 
	73 
	(June 26, 2017), https://www newyorker.com/magazine/2017/07/03/the-national-enquirers-fervor-for
	-


	MUR 7332 AMI Resp., Ex. B (Amendment to Name and Rights License Agreement signed by McDougal on November 29, 2016, and by AMI on December 7, 2016); McDougal Complaint, Ex. B (same). 
	74 

	MUR 7332 AMI Resp., Ex. B; McDougal Complaint, Ex. B. 
	75 

	McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 19, 66-73. 
	76 

	McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 19, 21, 74, 84-87; MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 7 (citing McDougal Complaint ¶ 84). On March 20, 2018, McDougal filed a Complaint for Declaratory Relief that asked the court to declare her contract with AMI void because the contract was allegedly fraudulent and illegal. McDougal Complaint ¶ 5. In April 2018, AMI and McDougal reached a settlement agreement ending her lawsuit against the company and executed a new agreement, in which McDougal received the life rights to her story back
	77 
	18, 2018), https://www.nytimes.com/2018/04/18/us/politics/karen-mcdougal-american-media
	-
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	1 C.  AMI’s Involvement in Payments to Other Individuals 
	2 1. 3 In November 2015, AMI reportedly entered into an agreement, which was subsequently 4 amended in December 2015, with Sajudin, a former doorman at Trump World Tower in New 5 York City, in connection with information he claimed to have about an alleged Trump “love 6 child.”  Sajudin reportedly “first approached the Enquirer in the early stages of the 2016 7 campaign” by calling the publication’s tip line with a rumor he had heard about Trump having 8 fathered an illegitimate child in the late 1980s with
	Dino Sajudin  
	78
	Organization.
	79

	10 contract” with the Enquirer, agreeing to be an anonymous source who would be “paid upon 11 publication.”  Reportedly, after Sajudin entered into an agreement to serve as a source, the 12 Enquirer initially investigated the story, dispatching reporters and sending “a polygraph expert to 13 administer a lie detection test to Sajudin in a hotel near his Pennsylvania home.”  According to 14 press reports, although the Enquirer initially avoided reaching out to Trump Organization 15 employees, after the Trump
	80
	81

	Sajudin AP Article; The Fixers at 146. CNN published Sajudin’s original agreement with AMI and its subsequent amendment. images/08/24/sajudin.ami.pdf (“Sajudin Agreement”). 
	78 
	Source Agreement and Amendment, CNN (Aug. 24, 2018), https://cdn.cnn.com/cnn/2018/ 

	Prez Love Child Shocker! Ex-Trump Worker Peddling Rumor Donald Has Illegitimate Child, RADAR ONLINE (Apr. (“Radar Online Article”) (cited by MUR 7364 AMI Resp. at 7, 10); Sajudin AP Article (“After initially calling the Enquirer’s tip line, Sajudin signed a boilerplate contract with the Enquirer, agreeing to be an anonymous source and be paid upon publication.”). 
	79 
	11, 2018), https://radaronline.com/exclusives/2018/04/donald-trump-love-child-rumor-scandal/ 

	Sajudin AP Article; see also Radar Online Article; The Fixers at 146. 
	80 

	Sajudin AP Article; see also The Fixers at 146-47 (noting that the investigators refrained from contacting Trump Organization employees). 
	81 
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	1 the story.”On December 9, 2015, Sajudin reportedly took and passed a polygraph test testing 2 After passing the polygraph test, Sajudin reportedly “pressed the 3 tabloid to pay him immediately, threatening to walk otherwise.”4 On December 17, 2015, AMI reportedly agreed to make an “up front” $30,000 payment 5 That 6 agreement stated that Sajudin would be subject to a $1 million penalty “if he shopped around his 7 information.”Immediately after Sajudin signed the agreement, the Enquirer reportedly 8   In t
	82 
	how he learned of the rumor.
	83 
	84 
	to Sajudin to prevent him from discussing the rumor about Trump fathering a child.
	85 
	86 
	stopped investigating the story.
	87
	88

	10 four longtime Enquirer staffers reportedly challenged this interpretation, claiming that they 11 “were ordered by top editors to stop pursuing the story before completing potentially promising 12 reporting threads” and further claimed that the “publication didn’t pursue standard Enquirer 13 reporting practices.”14 Reportedly, current and former AMI employees had noticed several aspects of the 15 payment to Sajudin that caused it to differ from other payments to sources.  A former AMI 
	89 

	The Fixers at 147-48. Radar Online Article. The Fixers at 148. MUR 7364 AMI Resp. at 8; MUR 7364 Compl. at 4, 7 (citing Sajudin AP Article); Ronan Farrow, The 
	82 
	83 
	84 
	85 

	National Enquirer, A Trump Rumor, and Another Secret Payment to Buy Silence, THE NEW YORKER (Apr. 12, secret-payment-to-buy-silence-dino-sajudin-david-pecker (“Sajudin New Yorker Article”). 
	2018), https://www newyorker.com/news/news-desk/the-national-enquirer-a-donald-trump-rumor-and-another
	-


	MUR 7364 Compl. at 6 (quoting Sajudin AP Article); Sajudin Agreement. Sajudin AP Article; The Fixers at 148-49. Sajudin AP Article. 
	86 
	87 
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	Id. 
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	1 reporter and editor noted that it was unusual for the company to pay for a tip when it did not 2 publish an article, reportedly stating “AMI doesn’t go around cutting checks for $30,000 and 3 then not using the information.”Similarly, according to The New Yorker, a source stated: “It’s 4 unheard of to give a guy who calls A.M.I.’s tip line big bucks for information he is passing on 5 secondhand.  We didn’t pay thousands of dollars for non-stories, let alone tens of thousands.  It 6 was a highly curious an
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	10 or Cohen’s plea, the payment to Sajudin was made after the purported August 2015 agreement 11 between Pecker, Trump, and Cohen that AMI would catch and kill stories that could reflect 12 Furthermore, press reports suggest that the decision 13 to pay Sajudin, outside AMI’s normal investigation practices, resulted from Pecker or another 14   Cohen, meanwhile, told the Associated Press 
	negatively on Trump during the campaign.
	93 
	high level AMI official directing that payment.
	94

	Id. According to the Associated Press, “AMI threatened legal action over reporters’ efforts to interview current and former employees and hired the New York law firm Boies Schiller Flexner, which challenged the accuracy of the AP’s reporting.” Id. (noting that RadarOnline, also owned by AMI, “published details of the payment and the rumor that Sajudin was peddling” on the same day that the AP Article was published, stating “that the Enquirer spent four weeks reporting the story but ultimately decided it was
	90 

	Sajudin New Yorker Article. 
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	Sajudin AP Article; see also The Fixers at 148 (noting that the $1 million penalty, while likely unenforceable in court, ensured that a source “wouldn’t take the tabloid’s money and disappear or blab to another publication. It was meant to scare them.”). 
	92 

	See WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
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	Sajudin New Yorker Article; see also The Fixers at 148 (claiming that “[t]he reporters suspected interference from Pecker”). 
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	1 “that he had discussed Sajudin’s story with the magazine when the tabloid was working on it” 2 but said that “he was acting as a Trump spokesman when he did so and denied knowing anything 3 beforehand about the Enquirer payment to the ex-doorman.”  AMI reportedly released Sajudin 4 
	95
	from the contract at some point after the 2016 presidential election.
	96 

	5 2. 6 As discussed above, Cohen paid $130,000 to Stephanie Clifford, a well-known adult-film 7 actress and director who used the professional name Stormy Daniels, to prevent the publication 8 of her story concerning her 2006 alleged relationship with Trump.  Shortly after The Washington 9 Post published a video recording of Trump appearing on the television show Access Hollywood 
	Stephanie Clifford 

	10 in 2005, in which Trump “bragged in vulgar terms about kissing, groping and trying to have sex 11 with women,” Davidson, the same attorney who had represented McDougal in her negotiations 12 with AMI, reportedly contacted Howard at AMI and offered to confirm Clifford’s story on the 13 AMI, reportedly because it had already invested significant sums in paying to silence 
	97
	record.
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	Sajudin AP Article (noting that the “parent” of the Enquirer made the payment to Sajudin). According to Cohen, after AMI made the payment to McDougal, “Pecker was very angry because there was also other moneys that David [Pecker] had expended on [Trump’s] behalf,” and Trump declined to reimburse AMI for the other funds as well. House Oversight Testimony at 100. 
	95 

	See, e.g. Sajudin AP Article. 
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	David A. Fahrenthold, Trump Recorded Having Extremely Lewd Conversation About Women in 2005, THE WASHINGTON POST (Oct. lewd-conversation-about-women-in-2005/2016/10/07/3b9ce776-8cb4-11e6-bf8a-3d26847eeed4_story html (“Fahrenthold Article”); see Warrant Affidavit ¶ 32. 
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	7, 2016), https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/trump-recorded-having-extremely
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	Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345 (“[Stormy] Daniels’s lawyer, Keith Davidson . . . had called Dylan Howard about the story first. Howard told Davidson that AMI was passing on the Daniels matter . . . [b]ut Howard directed Davidson to Michael Cohen, who established a shell company to pay Daniels $130,000 in exchange for her silence.”); see also SDNY Information ¶ 32. 
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	1 Instead, it 2 appears that AMI directed the Clifford story to Cohen. 3 D. The Complaints and Responses 4 The Complaint in MUR 7332 alleges that there is reason to believe that, by paying 5 McDougal $150,000, AMI made a prohibited corporate contribution because the payment was 6 not included within the scope of the press exemption and was an expenditure made for the 7 purpose of influencing the 2016 presidential election that was coordinated with Cohen, an agent 8 of Trump.The MUR 7332 Complaint further al
	negative stories and was growing uncomfortable, did not purchase Clifford’s story.
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	101 

	10 The Complaint in MUR 7364 alleges that by paying Sajudin $30,000, AMI made a 11 prohibited corporate contribution in the form of a coordinated expenditure.Howard is 12 named in both Complaints in his capacity as an officer of AMI at the time of the payments. 13 The Responses filed in this matter pre-date AMI and Cohen’s subsequent public 14 admissions and clarifications made in connection with their respective non-prosecution 15 agreements, plea agreements, and congressional testimony. Generally, AMI’s R
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	See Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345. MUR 7332 Compl. at 8. MUR 7332 Compl. at 8. MUR 7364 Compl. at 11-12. MUR 7332 AMI Resp. at 1-2, nn.1-2 ; MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. at 3-4. In defending its payment to 
	99 
	100 
	101 
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	McDougal, AMI quotes an article in The New Yorker that states that the Enquirer has “‘paid for interviews and photographs’” since its inception and that “‘the tabloid has paid anywhere from a few hundred dollars to six figures for scoops.’” MUR 7332 AMI Resp. at 16-17 (quoting 2017 New Yorker Article). 
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	1 AMI argues that the payment to McDougal “was compensation for bona fide content for AMI’s 2 publications, to license her name and image, and for a limited life story right, not ‘for the 3 purpose of influencing an election.’”In addition, AMI argues that payments for silence are 4 not contributions or expenditures because silence is not a “thing of value” under the Act, the 5 payment was for a legitimate business purpose, and the MUR 7332 Complaint fails to show 6 how the McDougal payment was coordinated w
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	10 determined that, although Sajudin may have heard rumors regarding his allegation that Trump 11 had fathered a child with a former employee, “AMI could not confirm the veracity of the 12 underlying allegation” and ultimately determined that Sajudin’s story regarding Trump was 13 untrue.  AMI further contends that the Sajudin payment was not for the purpose of influencing 14 a federal election and that the MUR 7364 Complaint is based on speculation.15 Both Trump and Giuliani, as counsel for Trump, have add
	108
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	MUR 7332 AMI Resp. at 2. MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. at 5-7. AMI also contends that as of April 13, 2018, AMI had published 25 columns involving McDougal and had requested additional columns. MUR 7332 AMI Resp. at 8. McDougal also 
	104 
	105 

	appeared on a 2017 cover of AMI magazine Muscle and Fitness Hers, which, according to AMI, was the highest selling issue of the magazine for that year. Id. MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. at 7-9; MUR 7332 AMI Resp. at 31-32. MUR 7364 AMI Resp. at 1-2. MUR 7364 AMI Resp. at 2, 9. MUR 7364 AMI Resp. at 2-3. 
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	1 law.  For example, soon after Cohen’s guilty plea, Trump and Giuliani both alleged that the 
	2 payments to McDougal and Clifford were not unlawful.  Trump and Giuliani also tweeted 
	110

	3 about the payments in December 2018, around the time of Cohen’s sentencing, again tweeting 
	4 that the payments were not violations of the Act.Trump also tweeted that he “never directed 
	111 

	5 Michael Cohen to break the law.”
	112 

	6 III. LEGAL ANALYSIS 
	7 The available information indicates that AMI paid $150,000 to McDougal for the purpose 
	8 of influencing the 2016 presidential election by preventing a potentially damaging story about 
	9 Trump from becoming public before the election.  Based upon the available information, it 
	10 appears that the payment to McDougal was made with Trump’s knowledge, at the urging of and 
	Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), TWITTER (Aug. realDonaldTrump/status/1032260490439864320 (“Michael Cohen plead [sic] guilty to two counts of campaign finance violations that are not a crime.”); Rudy Giuliani (@RudyGiuliani), TWITTER (Aug. 23, 2018, 4:11 AM), RudyGiuliani/status/1032565618204004353 (stating that the “payments, as determined by the Edwards FEC ruling, are NOT ILLEGAL” and directing followers to an opinion piece in The Hill by Mark Penn, “demonstrating [that] Cohen pled guilty to two payme
	110 
	22, 2018, 9:37 AM), https://twitter.com/ 
	https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/status/1032540830794428416
	, (Aug. 23, 2018, 5:50 AM), https://twitter.com/ 

	Rudy Giuliani (@RudyGiuliani), TWITTER (Dec. status/1071469692882182144 (“The President is not implicated in campaign finance violations because based on Edwards case and others the payments are not campaign contributions.”), (Dec. com/RudyGiuliani/status/1071795258177019905 (“No collusion, no obstruction now [sic] campaign finance but payments to settle lawsuits are not clearly a proper campaign contribution or expenditure. No responsible lawyer would charge a debatable campaign finance violation as a crim
	111 
	8, 2018, 1:20 PM), https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/ 
	9, 2018, 10:54 AM), https://twitter. 
	13, 2018, 9:49 AM), https://twitter. 

	11:53 payments were not a big crime. I have said consistently that the Daniels and McDougall [sic] payments are not crimes and tweeted a great article yesterday making that point. If it isn’t a witch-hunt why are they pursuing a non-crime.”), (Dec. payments to Daniels and McDougall [sic] do not violate the law. Congress has spent millions settling sexual harassment claims against members which are not reported as campaign contributions. Why aren’t those Congressmen under investigation.”); Donald J. Trump (@
	AM), https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/status/1073622122235355136 (“CORRECTION: I didn’t say 
	19, 2018, 10:04 PM), https://twitter.com/RudyGiuliani/status/1075587822449500161 (“The 
	https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1073207272069890049 (“Cohen was guilty on many charges unrelated 

	Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), TWITTER (Dec. Trump/status/1073205176872435713 (“He was a lawyer and he is supposed to know the law.”). 
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	13, 2018, 8:17 AM), https://twitter.com/realDonald 
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	1 with the promise of repayment by Cohen, acting as an agent of Trump, and as part of an 2 agreement between Trump and AMI to catch and kill any potentially damaging stories about 3 Trump’s relationships with women so that such stories would not become public during the 2016 4 campaign.  Likewise, the available record indicates that AMI’s payment of $30,000 to Sajudin 5 was made as part of this same catch and kill agreement. Although AMI contends that its 6 payments to McDougal and Sajudin concern the busin
	10 to benefit Trump’s campaign, were made at Trump’s direction, and, for the reasons explained 11 below, were not covered by the press exemption.  Thus, the available information supports the 12 conclusion that the AMI’s payments were expenditures coordinated with Trump and thus 13 constituted in-kind contributions to Trump and the Trump Committee. 14 As such, Howard appears to have violated the Act by consenting to the making corporate 15 contributions in the form of payments from AMI to McDougal and Sajud
	19 Under the Act, a “contribution” includes “any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit 20 of money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election 21 for Federal office,” and an “expenditure” includes “any purchase, payment, distribution, loan, 
	113

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A). 
	113 
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	1 advance, deposit, or gift of money or anything of value, made by any person for the purpose of 2 influencing any election for Federal office.”  Under Commission regulations, the phrase 3 “anything of value” includes all in-kind contributions.In-kind contributions include, among 4 other things, coordinated expenditures.5 Under the Act, the definition of “expenditure” does not include “any news story, 6 commentary, or editorial distributed through the facilities of any broadcasting station, newspaper 7 maga
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	10 Act’s disclosure and reporting requirements.If the press exemption applies to AMI’s 11 payments to McDougal and Sajudin, then those payments would not be contributions or 12 expenditures under the Act.  
	119 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(9)(A). 
	114 

	11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d)(1). 
	115 

	52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(7)(B)(i) (treating as contributions any expenditures made “in cooperation, consultation, or concert, with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate,” the candidate’s authorized committee, or their agents); see 11 C.F.R. § 109.20 (defining “coordination”); see also Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, 46-47 (1976). 
	116 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(9)(B)(i). Commission regulations further provide that neither a “contribution” nor an “expenditure” results from “[a]ny cost incurred in covering or carrying a news story, commentary, or editorial by any broadcasting station (including a cable television operator, programmer or producer), Web site, newspaper, magazine, or other periodical publication, including any Internet, or electronic publication” unless the facility is “owned or controlled by any political party, political committee, 
	117 

	Advisory Op. 2011-11 (Colbert) at 6 (“AO 2011-11”); Advisory Op. 2008-14 (Melothé) at 3 (“AO 200814”). 
	118 
	-

	AO 2011-11 at 6, 8-10 (discussing costs that are within this exemption and also costs that are not). 
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	1 To assess whether the press exemption applies, the Commission uses a two-part test.2 The first inquiry is whether the entity engaging in the activity is a “press entity.”  Second, the 3 Commission determines the scope of the exemption by applying the two-part analysis presented 4 in Reader’s Digest Association v. FEC:  (1) whether the entity is owned or controlled by a 5 political party, political committee, or candidate; and (2) whether the entity is acting within its 6 “legitimate press function” in con
	120 
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	10 the election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate for Federal office.”Nonetheless, “the 11 Commission is also mindful that a press entity’s press function is ‘distinguishable from active 12 participation in core campaign or electioneering functions.’”  In other words, “the press 13 exemption covers press activity, not campaign activity by a press entity.”
	123 
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	125 

	Advisory Op. 2005-16 (Fired Up!) at 4 (“AO 2005-16”). 
	120 

	121 
	Id. 

	See Reader’s Digest Ass’n v. FEC, 509 F. Supp. 1210, 1214-15 (S.D.N.Y. 1981); AO 2011-11 at 6-7. When determining whether the entity was acting within the scope of a legitimate press function at the time of the alleged violation, the Commission considers two factors: (1) whether the entity’s materials are available to the general public; and (2) whether they are comparable in form to those ordinarily issued by the entity. See Reader’s Digest Ass’n, 509 F. Supp. at 1215; Factual & Legal Analysis at 4, MUR 72
	122 

	Factual & Legal Analysis at 5, MUR 7206 (Bonneville International Corp.) (quotation marks omitted) (quoting AO 2005-16 at 6); Factual & Legal Analysis at 3, MUR 6579 (ABC News, Inc.). 
	123 

	AO 2011-11 at 8 (quoting AO 2008-14). 
	124 

	125 
	Id. 
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	1 Although the Commission considers “legitimate press function” broadly, not all actions 
	2 taken by press entities are considered legitimate press functions for purposes of the media 
	3 exemption.The court in Reader’s Digest Association reasoned that: 
	126 

	4 [T]he statute would seem to exempt only those kinds of distribution that 5 fall broadly within the press entity’s legitimate press function.  It would 6 not seem to exempt any dissemination or distribution using the press 7 entity’s personnel or equipment, no matter how unrelated to its press 8 function.  If, for example, on Election Day a partisan newspaper hired an 9 army of incognito propaganda distributors to stand on street corners 
	10 denouncing allegedly illegal acts of a candidate and sent sound trucks 11 through the streets blaring the same denunciations, all in a manner 12 unrelated to the sale of its newspapers, this activity would not come within 13 the press exemption.
	127 

	14 When analyzing a press entity’s activities outside of the distribution of news stories, 
	15 commentary, and editorials through media facilities, a court has found the press exemption 
	16 applicable when the actions in question pertain to seeking subscribers or promoting the 
	17 publication.A district court has also observed that the Commission has a limited ability to 
	128 

	18 investigate activities that potentially may be normal press functions but are nevertheless unusual; 
	19 such activities may be subject to additional scrutiny only to determine if they are, indeed, within 
	20 the press exemption.
	129 

	See McConnell v. FEC, 540 U.S. 93, 208 (2003) (commenting that the press exemption “does not afford carte blanche to media companies generally to ignore FECA’s provisions”). 
	126 

	Reader's Digest, 509 F. Supp. at 1214; see also McConnell, 540 U.S. at 208 (noting that the press exemption “does not afford carte blanche to media companies generally to ignore FECA’s provisions”); AO 201111 at 8 (“While the press exemption covers press activity, it does not cover campaign activity, even if the campaign activity is conducted by a press entity”). 
	127 
	-

	FEC v. Phillips Publishing Inc., 517 F. Supp. 1308, 1313 (D.D.C. 1981) (applying the press exemption to a letter soliciting new subscribers). 
	128 

	Phillips at 1313-14. 
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	1 When distinguishing between an entity’s legitimate press functions and its participation 2 in campaign functions, the Commission has applied the Supreme Court’s “considerations of 3 form” analysis as set forth in the U.S. Supreme Court’s FEC v. Massachusetts Citizens for Life 4 decision (“MCFL”), which examined whether the activity in question is comparable in form to 5 the press entity’s regular activities, considering whether the complained-of activities and content 6 are produced in the same manner, us
	130 

	10 undertaken by the press entity (Viacom) would be covered by the press exemption but that other 11 activities would not.  Coverage of the political committee created for Colbert’s television show 12 would be covered by the press exemption; however, Viacom could not create content for 13 Colbert’s committee for distribution outside of his television show, or administer the political 14 committee, because such activities would amount to “active participation [by Viacom] in core 15 campaign or electioneering
	131
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	AO 2011-11 at 8 (citing FEC v. Mass. Citizens for Life (“MCFL”), 479 U.S. 238, 251 (1986)). Id. at 9. Id. (citing MCFL, 479 U.S. at 251; Reader’s Digest Ass’n, 509 F. Supp. at 1214; McConnell, 540 U.S. at 
	130 
	131 
	132 

	208). 
	MURs 7332 and 7364 (Dylan Howard) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 30 of 50 
	1 Consistent with this analysis, the Commission has found that a press entity’s sale or 2 purchase of airtime would not fall within the press exemption.Similarly, the Commission has 3 explained when analyzing “legitimate press functions” that “the provision of personnel to benefit 4 a political campaign is not a legitimate press function.”5 Here, the available information indicates that the press exemption does not cover AMI’s 6 payments to McDougal or Sajudin.  AMI appears to be a press entity that has pro
	133 
	134 
	135 
	136 

	10 mere inquiry into why it chooses not to run stories, such inquiry is unnecessary in this matter 11 because AMI, after submitting its Response, admitted in its Non-Prosecution Agreement with 12 DOJ that its actions were not undertaken in connection with any press function but were rather to 13 benefit Trump, a personal friend of Pecker, and his campaign.Similarly, AMI’s assertion in 14 its Response that it developed renewed interest in McDougal’s story because she had “elevated 
	137 

	Factual & Legal Analysis at 8-9, MUR 7073 (Meluskey for U.S. Senate, Inc.) (finding that the press exemption did not cover a candidate’s radio show when the candidate or a business entity affiliated with the candidate paid radio stations to air his radio show); see also Factual & Legal Analysis at 6, MUR 6089 (People with Hart) (finding that a station does not act as a press entity when it sells airtime to another party and cedes editorial control). 
	133 

	AO 2008-14 at 6. 
	134 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 1; MUR 7332 AMI Resp., Howard Aff. ¶¶ 5-11. 
	135 

	MUR 7332 AMI Resp. at 12; see also id., Howard Aff. ¶ 3. 
	136 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5 (“Despite the cover and article features to the agreement, AMI’s principal purpose in entering into the agreement was to suppress the model’s story so as to prevent it from influencing the election. At no time during the negotiation for or acquisition of the model’s story did AMI intend to publish the story or disseminate information about it publicly.”). Compare MUR 7332 AMI Resp. at 20-21 with AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement at 1-3, Ex. A ¶ 3 (stating that “AMI accep
	137 
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	1 her profile” by launching her own beauty and fragrance lineis directly refuted by AMI’s 2 subsequent admission in its Non-Prosecution Agreement that its “principal purpose in entering 3 into the agreement was to suppress [McDougal’s] story so as to prevent it from influencing the 4 election” and that “[a]t no time during the negotiation for or acquisition of [McDougal’s] story 5 did AMI intend to publish the story or disseminate information about it publicly.”As a result, 6 AMI’s editorial judgment is not
	138 
	139 
	140 

	10 set forth in MCFL as applied by the Commission for determining whether its payment was a 11 legitimate press function.  According to AMI, the payment was for an amount more than AMI 12 would typically pay for stories because AMI expected to be reimbursed by Trump.This 13 acknowledgement, along with information indicating that AMI valued McDougal’s contributions 14 to its publications at significantly less than the $150,000 it paid to her, strongly indicates that the 15 payment to McDougal is inconsistent
	141 

	MUR 7332 AMI Resp. at 6. 
	138 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5. 
	139 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement at 1-3 (stating that “AMI accepts and acknowledges as true the facts” contained in Exhibit A). 
	140 

	Id., Ex. A ¶ 5; see also McDougal New Yorker Article (“In June [2016], when McDougal began attempting to sell the story of her months-long relationship with Trump, which had taken place a decade earlier, Cohen urged Pecker to buy her account and then bury it — a practice, in the argot of tabloids, known as ‘catch and kill.’ Cohen promised Pecker that Trump would reimburse A.M.I. for the cost of McDougal’s silence.”). 
	141 
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	1 general activities as a press entity.Consistent with the Commission’s analysis in AO 2011-11, 2 allowing AMI to assert the press exemption here despite its admissions that its activity was 3 undertaken for political purposes “would stretch the boundaries of the press exemption far 4 beyond those contemplated by Congress and the Supreme Court.”5 AMI’s involvement in both the payment to McDougal and the payment Cohen made to 6 Clifford on behalf of Trump, along with the overlap of individuals involved in th
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	144 

	10 2016, Davidson, the same attorney who had represented McDougal in her negotiations with 11 AMI, reportedly contacted Pecker and Howard at AMI and offered to confirm Clifford’s story on 12 the record.  According to press reports, AMI, unwilling to make an additional payment to 13 benefit Trump’s campaign, nevertheless served as an intermediary to facilitate Clifford’s 14 silence and put Davidson in touch with Michael Cohen, who then negotiated a $130,000 
	145
	146

	See WSJ Nov. 9 Article (reporting that, in Pecker and Cohen’s contemplated agreement to transfer the rights to McDougal’s story to Trump for $125,000, “the magazine covers and fitness columns, the rights to which the publisher would retain” were valued at $25,000). 
	142 

	AO 2011-11 at 9. 
	143 

	See SDNY Information ¶¶ 24-44; WSJ Jan. 12 Article (outlining details of the payment to Clifford); Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345 (noting AMI’s involvement in the payments to McDougal, Sajudin, and Clifford). 
	144 

	See SDNY Information ¶ 32. 
	145 

	See supra Section II.C.2; Farrow, Catch and Kill at 345 (“[Stormy] Daniels’s lawyer, Keith Davidson . . . had called Dylan Howard about the story first. Howard told Davidson that AMI was passing on the Daniels matter . . . [b]ut Howard directed Davidson to Michael Cohen, who established a shell company to pay Daniels $130,000 in exchange for her silence.”); The Fixers at 176-78 (reporting Howard’s initial interest in and Pecker’s reluctance to purchasing the rights to Clifford’s story and Howard’s involveme
	146 

	MURs 7332 and 7364 (Dylan Howard) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 33 of 50 
	1 agreement to purchase Clifford’s silence.Davidson’s reported multiple negotiations with 
	147 

	2 AMI, each of which ultimately resulted in a payment to prevent the publication of a story that 
	3 might damage the Trump campaign, indicate his awareness of AMI’s general willingness to 
	4 purchase stories in order to benefit Trump’s campaign, and not for legitimate press activity.
	148 

	5 Finally, AMI’s own admissions to DOJ that it had “offered to help with negative stories about [a] 
	6 presidential candidate’s relationships with women by, among other things, assisting the 
	7 campaign in identifying such stories so they could be purchased and their publication 
	8 avoided,” indicate an ongoing pattern of using AMI resources to make payments for the 
	149

	9 purpose of benefitting a candidate, admittedly without regard to its editorial decisions or press
	-

	10 related activity such as disseminating news and increasing readership.
	150 

	House Oversight Testimony at 21 (“In 2016, prior to the election, I was contacted by Keith Davidson, who is the attorney — or was the attorney for Ms. Clifford, or Stormy Daniels.”); id. at 34 (“The $130,000 number was not a number that was actually negotiated. It was told to me by Keith Davidson that this is a number that Ms. Clifford wanted.”); see McDougal New Yorker Article; SDNY Information ¶ 32; The Fixers at 178; WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	147 

	See McDougal Complaint ¶ 47 (alleging that Davidson told McDougal that AMI “would buy the story not to publish it, because Mr. Pecker (AMI’s CEO) was a close friend of Mr. Trump” (emphasis in original)); see also The Fixers at 164-65; WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	148 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	149 

	See MUR 7332 AMI Resp. at 5. AMI appears to argue that the First Amendment in general protects it from inquiry into why it chooses not to run stories and asserts that any inquiry would be chilling on the press. Id. at 20-21. However, no such inquiry is necessary in this matter because AMI, after submission of its Response, admitted that its actions were not undertaken in connection with AMI’s work as a conglomerate of press entities but rather to benefit a personal friend of Pecker. Specifically, AMI admits
	150 
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	1 AMI’s payment to Sajudin fits this pattern as well.  Experienced Enquirer staffers 2 reportedly identified “the abrupt end to reporting combined with a binding, seven-figure penalty 3 to stop the tipster from talking to anyone” as hallmarks of a catch and kill operation.  Further, 4 sources who purportedly were involved with the investigation of Sajudin’s tip reportedly stated 5 that the decision to stop investigating was not an editorial decision but one made by Pecker 6 personally.  One of those sources
	151
	152
	153

	10 story was made for political, rather than editorial, purposes.These statements, which detail 11 the ways in which the payment was not comparable to AMI’s regular activities in form, scale, 12 personnel, or process, indicate that the decisions surrounding AMI’s decision to pay Sajudin 13 amounted to “active participation in core campaigning functions,” and were not the sort of 14 activity intended to be protected under the press exemption.15 Available information suggests that Sajudin possessed informatio
	154 
	155 
	156 

	MUR 7364 Compl. at 5 (quoting Sajudin AP Article). Sajudin New Yorker Article; see also The Fixers at 148-49. Sajudin New Yorker Article. See id. Other sources indicate that Cohen learned of the story when a reporter, unbeknownst to her editors, 
	151 
	152 
	153 
	154 

	contacted Rhona Graff. After learning of this call, Cohen reportedly contacted Howard and “pleaded with him not to publish the story.” The Fixers at 147. 
	See AO 2011-11 at 8 (quotation marks omitted). Compare AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3 (outlining the overall agreement to “help deal with negative stories about that presidential candidate’s relationships with women by, among other things, assisting the 
	155 
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	1 reportedly paid for that information, in his case by AMI, and faced significant financial 2 consequences were he to discuss that information publicly.Given AMI’s admissions that its 3 payments to McDougal were part of an overall scheme to benefit Trump in the election by 4 identifying and purchasing stories that could damage Trump, the available information supports 5 the reasonable inference that AMI’s purchase of Sajudin’s story was part of that same scheme to 6 benefit a candidate and was undertaken wi
	157 

	10 legitimate press function, the press exemption does not apply to the payments at issue. 11 B. The Commission Finds Reason to Believe that Howard Consented to AMI’s 12 Payments to McDougal and Sajudin 
	13 1. 14 15 a. Coordination 16 The Act and Commission regulations prohibit corporations from making contributions to 
	AMI’s Payments to McDougal and Sajudin Were Coordinated 
	Expenditures 

	17 candidate committees in connection with a federal election.  Likewise, it is unlawful for any 18 candidate, candidate committee, or other person to knowingly accept or receive such a prohibited 
	158

	campaign in identifying such stories so they could be purchased and their publication avoided”), with MUR 7332 AMI Resp., Howard Aff., Ex. A ¶ 7 (requiring McDougal to maintain her silence about her relationship with “any then-married man” and providing that AMI would be entitled to $150,000 in damages for any breach), and Sajudin Agreement at 4 (outlining an extension of the exclusivity period contained in the agreement to extend “in perpetuity” and its violation to carry a $1 million penalty). See also Sa
	See supra Section II.C.1; The Fixers at 148; Sajudin Agreement at 4; see also House Oversight Testimony at 128, 132 (Cohen discusses Pecker’s actions to protect Trump and appears to refer to the payment to Sajudin). 
	157 

	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b). 
	158 
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	1 contribution, and for any officer or director of a corporation to consent to any such 2 contribution.  The Commission has consistently found that payments by a third party that are 3 intended to influence an election and are “coordinated” with a candidate, authorized committee, 4 or agent thereof are “coordinated expenditures” that result in a contribution by the person making 5 the expenditure to the candidate or political committee with whom the expenditure was 6 coordinated.7 The available information 
	159
	160 

	10 his capacity as an agent for Trump.11 Trump reportedly held the August 2015 meeting with Pecker and Cohen, in which Pecker 12 agreed to purchase negative stories on behalf of Trump and his campaign, in his office at Trump 13 Tower, suggesting that he was aware of, and agreed to, the plan to have AMI make payments to 14 individuals in possession of stories damaging to the Trump campaign in order to help his 15 campaign.  Further, Trump appears to have maintained an ongoing role in and awareness of 16 AMI’
	161 
	162

	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b), (d)-(e). See 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a)-(b); see, e.g., Conciliation Agreement ¶¶ IV.7-11, V.1-2, MUR 6718 (Sen. John 
	159 
	160 

	E. Ensign) (Apr. 18, 2013) (acknowledging that third parties’ payment, in coordination with a federal candidate, of severance to a former employee of the candidate’s authorized committee and leadership PAC resulted in an excessive, unreported in-kind contribution by the third parties to the candidate and the two political committees); Factual & Legal Analysis at 30-33, MURs 4568, 4633, and 4634 (Triad Mgmt. Servs., Inc.) (finding reason to believe that by offering fundraising support, campaign management co
	52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(7)(B)(i); 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a)-(b). 
	161 

	See WSJ Nov. 9 Article; AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
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	1 directly, and by receiving updates concerning AMI’s negotiations from Cohen.For example, 2 according to press reports and Cohen himself, on June 27, 2016, after Cohen notified Trump that 3 AMI was in contact with McDougal, Trump telephoned Pecker and asked Pecker to make 4 McDougal’s story go away.Press reports also indicate that later, when AMI informed Cohen 5 that McDougal was fielding an offer from ABC for her story, Cohen updated Trump; Cohen also 6 subsequently notified Trump once McDougal signed th
	163 
	164 
	165 
	166 

	10 In addition, AMI has admitted in its Non-Prosecution Agreement with DOJ that it made 11 its payment to McDougal “in cooperation, consultation, and concert with, and at the request and 12 suggestion of one or more members or agents of a candidate’s 2016 presidential campaign, to 13 ensure that a woman did not publicize damaging allegations about that candidate before the 2016 14 presidential election and thereby influence that election,” and the available information makes 15 clear that Cohen served as an
	167 

	The Fixers at 166-68 (detailing Trump’s awareness of AMI’s negotiations with McDougal); Cohen Book at 285 (stating that, after receiving an update from Cohen about McDougal’s story, Trump “immediately called Pecker”); see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
	163 

	See The Fixers at 166; Cohen Book at 285. 
	164 

	See The Fixers at 168-69; see also House Oversight Testimony at 29-30 (“[Question:] Mr. Cohen, in your 10 years of working for Donald Trump[,] did he control everything that went on in the Trump Organization? And did you have to get his permission in advance and report back after every meeting of any importance. [Answer:] Yes. There was nothing that happened at The Trump Organization . . . that did not go through Mr. Trump with his approval and sign-off, as in the case of the payments.”). 
	165 

	See supra Section II.B. 
	166 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 2. 
	167 
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	1 As relevant here, the Commission has defined an “agent” of a federal candidate as “any 2 person who has actual authority, either express or implied,” to engage in certain activities with 3 respect to the creation, production, or distribution of communications.  That definition applies 4 in the contexts of coordinated communications and non-communication coordinated 5 expenditures.  The Commission has explained that “[t]he grant and scope of the actual 6 authority, whether the person is acting within the s
	168
	169
	170 

	10 created by manifestations of consent (express or implied) by the principal to the agent about the 
	11 agent’s authority to act on the principal’s behalf.”Further, the regulatory definitions of 
	171 

	12 “agent” “cover the wide range of activities prohibited by [the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act 
	13 of 2002] and the Act, thereby providing incentives for compliance, while protecting core 
	11 C.F.R. § 109.3. 
	168 

	Id.; see also id. § 109.21(a) (addressing actions of “an agent” with respect to coordinated communications); id. § 109.20(a) (addressing non-communication activities of “an agent” with respect to coordinated expenditures); Coordinated and Independent Expenditures, 68 Fed. Reg. 421, 425 (Jan. 3, 2003) (“Coordination E&J”) (explaining that section 109.20(b) applies to “expenditures that are not made for communications but that are coordinated with a candidate, authorized committee, or political party committe
	169 

	Coordination E&J, 68 Fed. Reg. at 425. 
	170 

	Advisory Op. 2007-05 (Iverson) at 3-4 (“AO 2007-05”) (citing Agency E&J, 71 Fed. Reg. at 4976 and stating that if a candidate or federal officeholder provides an individual “with actual authority to solicit and receive contributions, then [that individual] would be an agent of a [f]ederal candidate or officeholder”) (internal citations omitted). 
	171 
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	1 political activity.”  Finally, the Commission has explained that the definitions of “agent” are 2 broad enough to capture actions of individuals with certain titles or positions, actions by 3 individuals where the candidate privately instructed the individual to avoid raising non-Federal 4 funds, actions by individuals acting under indirect signals from a candidate, and actions by 5 individuals who willfully keep a candidate, political party committee, or other political 6 committee ignorant of their proh
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	174 

	10 authority to engage with AMI in the catch and kill scheme. With respect to the McDougal 11 payment scheme, it appears that Cohen played a crucial role in identifying to AMI Trump’s 12 interest in suppressing the story, negotiating, on Trump’s behalf, the terms of AMI’s payment, 13 and negotiating (even if unsuccessfully) the terms of Trump’s repayment of those funds, acting 14 at Trump’s direction and with his approval to proceed.  The guilty plea from Cohen, the 15 admissions from AMI, and information i
	175

	Agency E&J, 71 Fed. Reg. at 4976-77. Id. at 4978-79. AO 2007-05 at 4. AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶¶ 4-6 (stating that AMI began negotiations with Davidson and 
	172 
	173 
	174 
	175 

	McDougal “[a]t Cohen’s urging and subject to Cohen’s promise that AMI would be reimbursed”); The Fixers at 147-48, 166-68 (detailing Cohen’s involvement in the McDougal payment scheme); Cohen Book at 284-89 (same). 
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	1 Cohen was acting as an agent of Trump when he facilitated the payment from AMI to 2 McDougal.3 Finally, the available information supports the inference that AMI’s payment to Sajudin 4 was also made in accordance with the catch and kill agreement between Trump and AMI.  The 5 payment to Sajudin was made in late 2015, subsequent to Trump’s August 2015 meeting and 6 agreement with Cohen and Pecker.The amount of the payment was also unusual when 7 compared to AMI’s payments to legitimate sources, because it 
	176 
	177 

	10 was part of AMI’s catch and kill agreement with Trump, because AMI paid Sajudin after 11 agreeing to catch and kill such stories on behalf of Trump.  Additionally, Cohen has appeared to 12 testify to his awareness of the payment to Sajudin.  A payment made by AMI pursuant to the 13 catch and kill agreement between Pecker, Trump, and Cohen is a payment made by AMI in 14 consultation with and at the request or suggestion of Trump and Cohen, as an agent of Trump. 15 Accordingly, the AMI payments to McDougal
	178

	The available information indicates that Trump, directly and through his counsel, Giuliani, has not denied that Cohen’s actions in connection with the McDougal and Clifford payments were undertaken as Trump’s agent. See supra Section II.D. The lawfulness of the activity is not, however, relevant to the agency determination; the Commission has explained that it “rejects . . . the argument that a person who has authority to engage in certain activities should be considered to be acting outside the scope of hi
	176 

	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	177 

	See House Oversight Testimony at 128, 132 (discussing Pecker’s actions to protect Trump and appearing to refer to the payment to Sajudin, as well as Cohen and Trump’s attempt to purchase the rights to stories silenced by AMI and the “treasure trove of documents” related to those stories). 
	178 
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	1 concert with, or at the request or suggestion of Trump or Trump’s agent Cohen.  The coordinated 2 payments would constitute in-kind contributions from AMI to Trump and the Trump Committee 3 if they were “expenditures,” that is, made for the purpose of influencing Trump’s election.  4 b. For the Purpose of Influencing an Election 5 The “purpose” of influencing a federal election is a necessary element in defining 6 whether a payment is a “contribution” or “expenditure” under the Act and Commission 7 regula
	179
	180

	10 [and] not whether [it] provided a benefit to [a federal candidate’s] campaign.”The electoral 
	181 

	11 purpose of a payment may be clear on its face, as in payments to solicit contributions or for 
	12 communications that expressly advocate for the election or defeat of a specific candidate, or 
	13 inferred from the surrounding circumstances.
	182 

	See 52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i), (9)(A)(i). 
	179 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i), (9)(A)(i). 
	180 

	Factual & Legal Analysis at 6, MUR 7024 (Van Hollen for Senate). 
	181 

	See, e.g., Advisory Op. 2000-08 (Harvey) at 1, 3 (“AO 2000-08”) (concluding private individual’s $10,000 “gift” to federal candidate would be a contribution because “the proposed gift would not be made but for the recipient’s status as a Federal candidate”); Advisory Op. 1990-05 (Mueller) at 4 (“AO 1990-05”) (explaining that solicitations and express advocacy communications are for the purpose of influencing an election and concluding, after examining circumstances of the proposed activity, that federal can
	182 
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	1 When electoral purpose is not apparent on its face, the Commission has previously 2 concluded that payments would result in a contribution or expenditure if they were made to 3 potentially advance a candidacy, if they were made because of the beneficiary’s status as a 4 federal candidate, or if the payment was coordinated with the candidate or his campaign.   5 For example, in Advisory Opinion 1990-05, the Commission concluded that the 6 publication expenses of a newsletter by a candidate-owned company wo
	10 as a campaign communication.The Commission indicated that any discussion of issues or 11 policies “closely associated” with the candidate’s federal campaign “would be inevitably 12 perceived by readers as promoting your candidacy,” and the newsletter would therefore be 13 “viewed by the Commission as election-related and subject to the Act.”14 Similarly, in Advisory Opinion 2000-08, the Commission concluded that a donor’s 15 provision of a monetary “gift” to a federal candidate to express “gratitude” and
	183 
	184 

	that “[p]eople rarely act with a single purpose in mind.” Jury Instrs., United States v. Edwards, No. 1:11-CR-161, 2012 WL 1856481 (M.D.N.C. May 18, 2012). AO 1990-5 at 4. Id. at 2, 4. 
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	1 therefore, linked to the Federal election” and “would be considered a contribution.”
	185 

	2 Conversely, the Commission has previously found that activity by or in connection with a 
	3 federal candidate that is undertaken for any number of non-electoral purposes — including, e.g., 
	4 activity to advance a commercial interest, fulfill the obligations of holding federal office, or 
	186
	187

	5 engage in non-candidate oriented election litigation  — does not necessarily result in a 
	188

	6 “contribution” or “expenditure,” even if such activity confers a benefit on a federal candidate or 
	7 otherwise impacts a federal election. 
	8 With respect to the McDougal payment, it is unnecessary to infer the circumstances 
	9 behind the payment; both AMI and Cohen have already acknowledged, in a sworn plea, 
	10 agreement, and testimony, that the purpose of paying McDougal was to prevent her story from 
	AO 2000-08 at 2-3. 
	185 

	E.g., Advisory Op. 2012-31 (AT&T) at 4 (wireless carrier charging a reduced fee to process text message-based donations to federal candidates did not thereby make “contributions” to the candidates because the reduced fee “reflects commercial considerations and does not reflect considerations outside of a business relationship”); Advisory Op. 2004-06 at 4 (Meetup) (commercial web service provider that can be used to arrange meetings and events based on shared interests did not make contributions by featuring
	186 

	E.g., Advisory Op. 1981-37 at 2 (Gephardt) (concluding that federal candidate did not receive a contribution by appearing at a series of “public affairs forums” paid for by a corporation because “the purpose of the activity is not to influence the nomination or election of a candidate for Federal office but rather in connection with the duties of a Federal officeholder” regardless of indirect benefit to future campaigns). 
	187 

	E.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 8, MUR 7024 (Van Hollen for Senate) (free legal services provided to a federal candidate challenging FEC disclosure regulations were not contributions because the services were provided “for the purpose of challenging a rule of general application, not to influence a particular election”); cf. Advisory Op. 1980-57 at 3 (Bexar County Democratic Party) (funds raised for federal candidate’s lawsuit seeking removal of a potential opponent from the ballot were contributions beca
	188 
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	1 influencing the election.  In the AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, AMI explicitly admits that its 2 “principal purpose in entering into the agreement [with McDougal] was to suppress the model’s 3 story” and “to ensure that [she] did not publicize damaging allegations about [Trump] before the 4 2016 presidential election and thereby influence that election.”Further, AMI admits that the 5 payment to McDougal was part of an overarching scheme in “assisting [the] campaign” in 6 identifying and purchasing “negat
	189 
	190
	191 

	10 Even absent AMI and Cohen’s explicit admissions, consistent with prior matters in which 11 the Commission found the payment resulted in a contribution or expenditure, the overall record 12 in these matters — including the timing of the negotiations and payments to McDougal and 13 Sajudin, the terms of the agreements relative to AMI’s usual practices, the release from the non14 disclosure provisions shortly after the election, and the coordination between AMI, Trump, and 15 Cohen — indicates that the paym
	-
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	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶¶ 2, 5. 
	189 

	Id. ¶ 3. 
	190 

	House Oversight Testimony at 30, 99-100 (noting that Pecker had paid hush money to other individuals in addition to McDougal); Cohen Plea Hearing at 23; see supra note 18. 
	191 

	See supra Sections II.A, B, C.1 (discussing McDougal and Sajudin’s negotiations with AMI after the August 2015 meeting between Pecker, Cohen, and Trump, during which they agreed that Pecker would catch and kill negative stories about Trump’s relationships with women so that they were not published before the election); AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5 (acknowledging that $150,000 payment to McDougal was substantially higher that AMI would normally pay); Sajudin AP Article (reporting that the amount 
	192 
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	1 candidate.  As with the facts the Commission considered in Advisory Opinions 1990-05 and 
	2 2000-08, the available information in this matter supports the conclusion that the purpose of the 
	3 McDougal and Sajudin payments was to influence the 2016 election, irrespective of any 
	4 incidental effects they may have had on Trump personally.  Although McDougal and 
	193

	5 Sajudin’s stories involved years-and decades-old allegations, respectively, and Pecker and 
	6 Trump reportedly have a longstanding friendship such that “critical coverage of Trump 
	7 vanished” once Pecker “took over” AMI,AMI’s specific catch and kill effort to obtain and 
	194 

	8 prevent the publication of damaging stories, including McDougal’s and Sajudin’s, began only 
	9 after Trump became a candidate for president in June 2015.
	195 

	indicating that, given the timing and agreement between AMI, Trump, and Cohen, the purchase of the stories was aimed at improving Trump’s chances of winning the presidency. 
	See Advisory Op. 1990-05 at 4; Advisory Op. 2000-08 at 2-3. In Advisory Opinion 2000-08, the Commission also concluded that the donor’s payment of the candidate’s personal expenses would be treated as a contribution under the “personal use” provision governing third party payments at 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(6) because the payment would not have been made “irrespective of the candidacy.” AO 2000-08 at 3; see also 52 U.S.C. § 30114(b) (prohibiting use of campaign funds “to fulfill any commitment, obligation, or 
	193 

	2017 New Yorker Article. 
	194 

	See Donald J. Trump, Statement of Candidacy (June 22, 2015); AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3 (admitting that “Pecker offered to help deal with negative stories about [Trump’s] relationships with women by, among other things, assisting the campaign in identifying such stories so they could be purchased and their publication avoided”); Alex Altman and Charlotte Alter, Trump Launches Presidential Campaign with Empty Flair, TIME campaign launch). Although the Trump Committee asserts that AMI’s payment 
	195 
	(June 16, 2015), https://time.com/3922770/donald-trump-campaign-launch/ (recapping Trump’s 2015 
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	1 Thus, the available information supports the conclusion that AMI’s payments to 2 McDougal and Sajudin were coordinated with Trump and were made for the purpose of 3 influencing Trump’s election, resulting in AMI making “coordinated expenditures” under the 4 Act.
	196 

	5 2. 6 7 Because the available information indicates that AMI’s payments to McDougal and 8 Sajudin were coordinated expenditures made for the purpose of influencing the 2016 election, 9 the record supports a reason to believe finding that the payments constituted in-kind 10 contributions from AMI to Trump and the Trump Committee.  Further, because the payments 11 were in-kind contributions to the Trump Committee, they were subject to the contribution limits 12 and prohibitions set forth in the Act and Commi
	AMI’s Payments to McDougal and Sajudin Were Prohibited Corporate In
	-

	Kind Contributions to the Trump Committee 
	197
	198

	13 regulations prohibit corporations from making contributions to candidate committees.The 14 Act and Commission regulations also prohibit candidates, candidate committees, or other 
	199 

	In addition, the payments to public relations firms by AMI under the Amendment to the McDougal agreement, which were used to allow AMI to control the narrative surrounding McDougal’s story and further prevent McDougal from speaking about her relationship with Trump, likely were made for the purpose of influencing the 2020 presidential election and likely were coordinated expenditures resulting in in-kind contributions from AMI to Trump and Trump Committee. 
	196 

	See 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(b). 
	197 

	Under the Act, an individual may not make a contribution to a candidate with respect to any election in excess of the legal limit, which was $2,700 per election during the 2016 election cycle. See 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(1)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1). However, as detailed below, these contributions were made by a corporation, not an individual. 
	198 

	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b). 
	199 
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	1 persons from knowingly accepting or receiving such a prohibited contribution, and for any 2 officer or director of a corporation to consent to making any such contribution.3 The Commission has previously found violations of the Act by a corporation and its 4 officers in connection with similar payments to third parties. In MUR 7248, the Commission 5 found reason to believe that Cancer Treatment Centers of America and several of its corporate 6 officers violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118 by making and consenting t
	200 
	201 

	10 require proof of the contributor’s knowledge of the violation, AMI has admitted to DOJ that it 11 knew that corporations are prohibited from contributing to candidate committees like the Trump 12 Committee.The AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement states: 13 At all relevant times, AMI knew that corporations such as AMI are subject 
	202 

	14 to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by corporations, 15 made for purposes of influencing an election and in coordination with or at 16 the request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful.  At no time did AMI 17 report to the Federal Election Commission that it had made the $150,000 18 payment to [McDougal].
	203 

	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b), (d)-(e). 
	200 

	Factual & Legal Analysis at 15-18, 21-22, MUR 7248 (Cancer Treatment Centers of America Global, Inc.); see also MUR 7027 (MV Transportation, Inc.) (conciliating violations of 52 U.S.C. § 30118 with a corporation and CEO that stemmed from a reimbursement scheme); MUR 6889 (Eric Byer) (finding reason to believe that a corporation and an executive violated section 30118 through a contribution reimbursement scheme) see also First Gen. Counsel’s Rpt. at 18-19, 26, MUR 6766 (Jesse Jackson Jr.) (recommending that 
	201 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 8. 
	202 

	203 
	Id. 
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	1 Thus, AMI has admitted that it made the payment to McDougal while knowing that it was 2 unlawful.It is reasonable to infer, further, that AMI also knew its payment to Sajudin was 3 unlawful when it made that payment in December 2015. 4 The available information also indicates that Howard, an officer of AMI, did not 5 merely consent to the McDougal and Sajudin corporate in-kind contributions, but also actively 6 participated in the decision to make the contributions by negotiating, in consultation with Tru
	204 
	205
	206 
	207 
	208 

	10 Thus, the Commission finds reason to believe that Howard violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) 11 by consenting to prohibited corporate in-kind contributions.    12 C.  The Commission Finds Reason to Believe that the Violations Set Forth Above 
	13 Were Knowing and Willful 14 The Act prescribes additional penalties for “knowing and willful” violations,  which 15 are defined as “acts [that] were committed with full knowledge of all the relevant facts and a 
	209

	See infra Section III.C; see also AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 8 (“At all relevant times, AMI knew that corporations such as AMI are subject to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by corporations, made for purposes of influencing an election and in coordination with or at the request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful.”). 
	204 

	Howard, as Vice President and Chief Content Officer, was an officer of AMI and his ability to act on the corporation’s behalf can be reasonably inferred from his actions in the negotiations with McDougal and Sajudin, from his signature on AMI’s agreement with McDougal, and his discussion and approval of the Sajudin negotiations, as evidenced in his statements in the AMI-published Radar Online Article. 
	205 

	See supra Section II.B. 
	206 

	See MUR 7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard, Ex. A. 
	207 

	See supra note 201 and accompanying text. 
	208 

	See 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(B), (d). 
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	1 recognition that the action is prohibited by law.”  This standard does not require knowledge of 2 the specific statute or regulation that the respondent allegedly violated; it is sufficient to 3 demonstrate that a respondent “acted voluntarily and was aware that his conduct was 4 unlawful.”Such awareness may be shown through circumstantial evidence from which the 5 respondent’s unlawful intent may be reasonably inferred, including, for example, an 6 “elaborate scheme for disguising” unlawful acts.7 The av
	210
	211 
	212
	213 
	214 

	10 negotiations indicate that Howard was a party in a scheme to both hide the stories and the 11 payments.  Howard’s reported actions to destroy the contents of a safe containing stories 12 purchased by AMI also suggest awareness of the illegality of his actions.  The McDougal 
	215
	216

	122 Cong. Rec. 12,197, 12,199 (May 3, 1976); see, e.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 3-4, MUR 6920 (Now or Never PAC, et al.) (applying “knowing and willful” standard); Factual & Legal Analysis at 17-18, MUR 6766 (Jesse Jackson, Jr., et al.) (same). 
	210 

	United States v. Danielczyk, 917 F. Supp. 2d 573, 579 (E.D. Va. 2013) (quoting Bryan v. United States, 524 
	211 

	U.S. 184, 195 (1998) (holding that the government needs to show only that the defendant acted with knowledge that conduct was unlawful, not knowledge of the specific statutory provision violated, to establish a willful violation)). 
	Cf. United States v. Hopkins, 916 F.2d 207, 213 (5th Cir. 1990) (quoting United States v. Bordelon, 871 F.2d 491, 494 (5th Cir. 1989)). Hopkins involved a conduit contributions scheme, and the issue before the Fifth Circuit concerned the sufficiency of the evidence supporting the defendants’ convictions for conspiracy and false statements under 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 and 1001. 
	212 

	Id. at 214-15. “It has long been recognized that ‘efforts at concealment [may] be reasonably explainable only in terms of motivation to evade’ lawful obligations.” Id. at 214 (quoting Ingram v. United States, 360 U.S. 672, 679 (1959)). 
	213 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 8 (admitting that AMI “knew that corporations such as [itself] are subject to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by corporations, made for purposes of influencing an election and in coordination with or at the request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful”). 
	214 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	215 

	Farrow, Catch and Kill at 16-17. 
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	1 agreement itself was structured in such a way as to hide the appearance of impropriety or 2 illegality — by paying McDougal not just for her story but also, pretextually, for future work; 3 AMI reportedly did not seek such work from McDougal until after AMI’s payment to McDougal 4 was publicly reported in the press.  Howard also texted Cohen that AMI’s payment to 5 McDougal “looks suspicious at best.”Further, Howard reportedly exchanged text messages 6 with a relative the night of the general election in 
	217
	218 
	219
	220

	10 information indicates that Howard knew that AMI’s payments to McDougal and Sajudin violated 11 the Act, and he acted voluntarily and with awareness of unlawfulness when he negotiated the 12 agreements with McDougal and Sajudin and made the corresponding payments.  13 Accordingly, the Commission finds reason to believe that the violations of the Act by 14 Howard, as set forth above, were knowing and willful. 
	See The Fixers at 169; see also WSJ Nov. 9 Article. 
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	Warrant Aff. ¶ 40.c (recounting that Cohen asked Howard “how the Wall Street Journal could publish its article if ‘everyone denies,’” with Howard responding, “‘Because there is the payment from AMI. It looks suspicious at best’”). 
	218 

	The Fixers at 196-97 (quoting Howard’s text messages, including “At least if [Trump] wins, I’ll be pardoned for electoral fraud” and “At least now we get pardoned”). 
	219 

	See supra Section III.B.2; see also supra note 20 (citing articles reporting that Howard was reportedly granted immunity in exchange for his cooperation). 
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	BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	In the Matter of 
	In the Matter of 
	In the Matter of 
	) 

	TR
	) 
	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364 and 7366 

	Donald J. Trump for President, Inc and 
	Donald J. Trump for President, Inc and 
	) 

	Bradley T. Crate in his official capacity 
	Bradley T. Crate in his official capacity 
	) 

	as treasurer; Donald J. Trump; A360 
	as treasurer; Donald J. Trump; A360 
	) 

	Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc.; 
	Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc.; 
	) 

	David J. Pecker; Michael D. Cohen; 
	David J. Pecker; Michael D. Cohen; 
	) 

	Dylan Howard; Timothy Jost 
	Dylan Howard; Timothy Jost 
	) 


	CERTIFICATION 
	CERTIFICATION 

	I, Vicktoria J. Allen, recording secretary of the Federal Election Commission executive 
	session, do hereby certify that on March 11, 2021, the Commission took the following actions in 
	the above-captioned matter:  
	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 
	1. Failed by a vote of 3-3 to: 
	a. 
	a. 
	a. 
	Find reason to believe that A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc. and David J. Pecker knowingly and willfully violated 52 U.S.C.  § 30118(a) by making and consenting to prohibited corporate in-kind contributions. 

	b. 
	b. 
	Find reason to believe that Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and Bradley T. Crate in his official capacity as treasurer knowingly and willfully violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by knowingly accepting prohibited contributions. 

	c. 
	c. 
	Find reason to believe that Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and Bradley T. Crate in his official capacity as treasurer knowingly and willfully violated 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b) and 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a) and 


	(b)by failing to report the required information with the Commission. 
	Federal Election Commission Page 2 Certification for MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 March 11, 2021 
	d. 
	d. 
	d. 
	Find reason to believe that Donald J. Trump knowingly and willfully violated § 30118(a) by knowingly accepting prohibited contributions. 

	e. 
	e. 
	Take no action at this time as to the allegations that Michael D. Cohen violated the Act and Commission regulations. 


	MURs 7324 and 7366 
	f. Name and notify Dylan Howard as a Respondent. 
	MURs 7332 and 7364 
	g. Find reason to believe that Dylan Howard knowingly and willfully violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by making and consenting to prohibited corporate in-kind contributions. 
	MUR 7366 
	h. Take no action at this time as to the allegations that Timothy Jost violated the Act and Commission regulations. 
	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 
	i. 
	i. 
	i. 
	Approve the Factual and Legal Analyses, as recommended in the First General Counsel’s Report dated December 4, 2020, subject to the edits circulated by Commissioner Weintraub’s Office on February 22, 2021 at 12:41 p.m. 

	j. 
	j. 
	Authorize the use of compulsory process. 

	k. 
	k. 
	Approve the appropriate letters. 


	Commissioners Broussard, Walther, and Weintraub voted affirmatively for the motion.  Commissioners Cooksey, Dickerson, and Trainor dissented. 
	MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366 
	2. Decided by a vote of 6-0 to: 
	a. Find reason to believe that A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc. and David J. Pecker knowingly and willfully violated 52 U.S.C.  § 30118(a) by making and consenting to prohibited corporate in-kind contributions with regard to payments related to Karen McDougal. 
	Federal Election Commission Page 3 Certification for MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 March 11, 2021 
	b. 
	b. 
	b. 
	Enter into conciliation with A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc. and David J. Pecker prior to a finding of probable cause to believe 

	c. 
	c. 
	Direct the Office of General Counsel to circulate a proposed Conciliation Agreement. 

	d. 
	d. 
	d. 
	Approve the Factual and Legal Analysis, as recommended in the First General Counsel’s Report dated December 4, 2020, subject to the edits circulated by Commissioner Cooksey’s Office on March 8, 2021 at 

	4:39 p.m. 

	e. 
	e. 
	Approve the appropriate letters. 


	Figure
	Commissioners Broussard, Cooksey, Dickerson, Trainor, Walther, and Weintraub voted affirmatively for the decision. 
	MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366 
	3. Failed by a vote of 3-3 to: 
	a. 
	a. 
	a. 
	Dismiss allegations that A360 Media, LLC f/k/a America Media, Inc. and David J. Pecker knowingly and willfully violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by making and consenting to prohibited corporate in-kind contributions with regard to payments related to Dino Sajudin. 

	b. 
	b. 
	Dismiss the allegations against Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., Bradley T. Crate, in his official capacity as treasurer, Donald J. Trump, Dylan Howard, Michael Cohen, and Timothy Jost. 

	c. 
	c. 
	Direct the Office of General Counsel to draft Factual and Legal Analyses dismissing the allegations. 

	d. 
	d. 
	Approve the appropriate letters. 

	e. 
	e. 
	Close the file as to Donald J. Trump for President, Inc., Bradley T. Crate, in his official capacity as treasurer, Donald J. Trump, Dylan Howard, Michael Cohen, and Timothy Jost. 


	Commissioners Cooksey, Dickerson, and Trainor voted affirmatively for the motion.  
	Commissioners Broussard, Walther, and Weintraub dissented. 
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	March 17, 2021 Date 
	Attest: 
	Digitally signed by Vicktoria Allen
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	See infra note 17 and accompanying text. 
	See infra note 17 and accompanying text. 
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	MUR 7364 Compl. at 4; MUR 7366 Compl. at 2, 5-6. 
	MUR 7364 Compl. at 4; MUR 7366 Compl. at 2, 5-6. 
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	See infra note 12 and accompanying text. 
	See infra note 12 and accompanying text. 
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	MUR 7324 Compl. at 2 (Feb. 20, 2018); MUR 7332 Compl. at 1-2 (Feb. 27, 2018); MUR 7364 Compl. at 4 (Apr. 12, 2018); MUR 7366 Compl. at 2 (Apr. 17, 2018). MUR 7364 Compl. at 4; MUR 7366 Compl. at 2, 5-6. 
	MUR 7324 Compl. at 2 (Feb. 20, 2018); MUR 7332 Compl. at 1-2 (Feb. 27, 2018); MUR 7364 Compl. at 4 (Apr. 12, 2018); MUR 7366 Compl. at 2 (Apr. 17, 2018). MUR 7364 Compl. at 4; MUR 7366 Compl. at 2, 5-6. 
	MUR 7324 Compl. at 2 (Feb. 20, 2018); MUR 7332 Compl. at 1-2 (Feb. 27, 2018); MUR 7364 Compl. at 4 (Apr. 12, 2018); MUR 7366 Compl. at 2 (Apr. 17, 2018). MUR 7364 Compl. at 4; MUR 7366 Compl. at 2, 5-6. 
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	The Trump Committee’s treasurer during the 2016 election cycle was Timothy Jost; its current treasurer is Bradley T. Crate. MUR 7324 Compl. at 2 (Feb. 20, 2018); MUR 7332 Compl. at 1-2 (Feb. 27, 2018); MUR 7364 Compl. at 4 
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	The Trump Committee’s treasurer during the 2016 election cycle was Timothy Jost; its current treasurer is Bradley T. Crate. MUR 7324 Compl. at 2 (Feb. 20, 2018); MUR 7332 Compl. at 1-2 (Feb. 27, 2018); MUR 7364 Compl. at 4 
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	(Apr. 12, 2018); MUR 7366 Compl. at 2 (Apr. 17, 2018). MUR 7364 Compl. at 4; MUR 7366 Compl. at 2, 5-6. 
	(Apr. 12, 2018); MUR 7366 Compl. at 2 (Apr. 17, 2018). MUR 7364 Compl. at 4; MUR 7366 Compl. at 2, 5-6. 
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	MUR 7332 Compl. at 1-2 (Feb. 27, 2018); MUR 7364 Compl. at 4 (Apr. 12, 2018). 
	MUR 7332 Compl. at 1-2 (Feb. 27, 2018); MUR 7364 Compl. at 4 (Apr. 12, 2018). 
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	MUR 7364 Compl. at 4. 
	MUR 7364 Compl. at 4. 
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	MUR 7332 AMI Resp. (Apr. 13, 2018) (including an affidavit from Howard); MUR 7364 AMI Resp. (June 8, 2018) (same); MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. (June 8, 2018); see also MUR 7332 AMI Resp. at 1-2, nn.1-2 (noting that Howard chose not to file a separate response and that AMI’s Response addresses his potential liability as an officer of AMI). 
	MUR 7332 AMI Resp. (Apr. 13, 2018) (including an affidavit from Howard); MUR 7364 AMI Resp. (June 8, 2018) (same); MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. (June 8, 2018); see also MUR 7332 AMI Resp. at 1-2, nn.1-2 (noting that Howard chose not to file a separate response and that AMI’s Response addresses his potential liability as an officer of AMI). 
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	Vicktoria Allen 
	Vicktoria Allen 
	Date:  19:52:25 -04'00' 
	2021.03.17

	Vicktoria J. Allen Acting Deputy Secretary of the Commission 
	BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	In the Matter of ) 
	) MURs 7324, 7332 and 7366 A360 Media, LLC and David J. Pecker: ) Proposed Pre-Probable Cause ) Conciliation Agreement ) 
	CERTIFICATION 
	CERTIFICATION 

	I, Vicktoria J. Allen, recording secretary for the Federal Election Commission executive 
	session on April 08, 2021, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take 
	the following actions in MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Approve the pre-probable cause conciliation agreement, as recommended in the Memorandum to the Commission dated March 18, 2021, and as circulated by Commissioner Weintraub’s Office on Monday, April 5, 2021 at 4:56pm. 

	2. 
	2. 
	Send the appropriate letters. 


	Commissioners Broussard, Cooksey, Dickerson, Trainor, Walther, and Weintraub voted 
	affirmatively for the decision. 
	Attest: 
	Digitally signed by Vicktoria Allen 
	Vicktoria Allen 

	Date:  18:26:19 -04'00'
	2021.04.12

	April 12, 2021 Date Vicktoria J. Allen Acting Deputy Secretary of the Commission 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION Washington, DC 20463 
	April 13, 2021 
	Via Electronic Mail 
	Email: lgoodman@wiley.law 
	awoodson@wiley.law 

	Lee E. Goodman Andrew G. Woodson Wiley Rein LLP 1776 K Street NW Washington, DC 20006 
	RE: MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366 A360 Media, LLC, formerly  American Media, Inc. David J. Pecker 
	Dear Mr. Goodman and Mr. Woodson: 
	On February 27, March 1, April 20, May 10, and August 9, 2018, the Federal Election Commission notified your clients, A360 Media, LLC, formerly American Media, Inc., (“AMI”) and David J. Pecker, of complaints alleging that your clients violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”), and provided your clients with copies of those complaints.  After reviewing the allegations contained in the complaints, your clients’ responses, and publicly available information, the Commission, on
	Pre-probable cause conciliation is not mandated by the Act or the Commission’s regulations, but 
	is a voluntary step in the enforcement process that the Commission is offering to your clients as a way to resolve this matter at an early stage and without the need for briefing the issue of whether 
	MURs 7324, 7332, 7366 (A360 Media, LLC, et al.) Letter to Lee Goodman and Andrew Woodson Page 2 
	or not the Commission should find probable cause to believe that your clients violated the law.  
	Enclosed is a conciliation agreement for your clients’ consideration 
	opportunity for settlement, we may proceed to the next step in the enforcement process if a mutually acceptable conciliation agreement cannot be reached See 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a), 11 C.F.R. Part 111 (Subpart A).  Conversely, if your clients are not interested in pre-
	Please note that your clients have a legal obligation to preserve all documents, records and materials relating to this matter until such time as you are notified that the Commission has closed its file in this matter. See 18 U.S.C. § 1519. 
	If your clients are interested in engaging in pre-probable cause conciliation, please contact Adrienne C. Baranowicz, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 694-1573 within seven days of receipt of this letter.  During conciliation, you may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the resolution of this matter.  Because the Commission only enters into pre-probable cause conciliation in matters that it believes have a reasonable 
	probable cause conciliation, the Commission may conduct formal discovery in this matter or proceed to the next step in the enforcement process.  Please note that once the Commission enters the next step in the enforcement process, it may decline to engage in further settlement discussions until after making a probable cause finding. 
	Pre-probable cause conciliation, extensions of time, and other enforcement procedures and options are discussed more comprehensively in the Commission’s “Guidebook for Complainants and Respondents on the FEC Enforcement Process,” which is available on the Commission’s website at . In the meantime, this matter will remain confidential in accordance with 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(4)(B) and 30109(a)(12)(A) unless you notify the Commission in writing that your clients wish the matter to be made public.  Please be ad
	http://www.fec.gov/respondent.guide.pdf
	http://www.fec.gov/respondent.guide.pdf

	1 

	The Commission has the statutory authority to refer knowing and willful violations of the Act to the Department of Justice for potential criminal prosecution, 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(C), and to report information regarding violations of law not within its jurisdiction to appropriate law enforcement authorities. Id. § 30107(a)(9). 
	MURs 7324, 7332, 7366 (A360 Media, LLC, et al.) Letter to Lee Goodman and Andrew Woodson Page 3 
	We look forward to your response. 
	On behalf of the Commission, 
	Shana M. Broussard Chair 
	Figure
	Attachments: 
	1) Factual and Legal Analysis 
	1 FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 2 3 FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS 4 5 RESPONDENTS: A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc. MURs 7324, 7332, and 6 David J. Pecker 7366 7 8 I. INTRODUCTION 
	9 The Complaints in these matters allege that American Media, Inc., which is now A360 10 Media, LLC(“AMI”) violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the 11 “Act”), in connection with payments AMI made to two individuals in advance of the 2016 12 presidential election to suppress negative stories about then-presidential candidate Donald J. 13 Trump’s relationships with several women.  Specifically, the Complaints allege that then-AMI 14 corporate officers David J. Pecker and Dylan Howar
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 

	See infra note 9 and accompanying text. 
	1 

	MUR 7324 Compl. at 2 (Feb. 20, 2018); MUR 7332 Compl. at 1-2 (Feb. 27, 2018); MUR 7366 Compl. at 2 (Apr. 17, 2018). 
	2 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. (Apr. 13, 2018); MUR 7366 AMI Resp. (June 8, 2018); MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. (June 8, 2018); see also MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 1-2, nn.1-2 (noting that Pecker chose not to file a separate response and that AMI’s Response addresses his potential liability as an officer of AMI). 
	3 

	Letter from Robert Khuzami, Acting U.S. Attorney, S.D.N.Y., U.S. Dep’t of Justice, to Charles A. Stillman and James A. Mitchell, Counsel for American Media, Inc. (Sept. 20, 2018) (non-prosecution agreement between DOJ and AMI on September 21, 2018, including statement of admitted facts) (“AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement”). 
	4 

	Attachment 1 Page 1 of 16 
	MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366 (A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc., et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 2 of 16 
	1 As discussed below, the available information indicates that Pecker, Howard, and AMI 
	2 paid McDougal $150,000 to suppress her story from becoming public before the 2016 
	3 presidential election for the purpose of influencing that election.  Accordingly, the Commission 
	4 finds reason to believe that AMI and Pecker knowingly and willfully violated 52 U.S.C. 
	5 § 30118(a) by making and consenting to make prohibited corporate in-kind contributions.  
	6 II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
	7 Trump declared his presidential candidacy on June 16, 2015, and registered Donald J. 
	8 Trump for President, Inc. and Bradley T. Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Trump 
	9 Committee”), his principal campaign committee, with the Commission on June 29, 2015.
	5 

	10 Michael D. Cohen was an attorney for the Trump Organization.  AMI was a publishing 
	6

	11 company headquartered in New York, New York.  In 2016, one of AMI’s publications was the 
	7

	12 National Enquirer (the “Enquirer”), which is a weekly print and online tabloid publication.  In 
	8

	13 August 2020, AMI reportedly was renamed A360 Media, LLC and plans were announced to 
	Alex Altman and Charlotte Alter, Trump Launches Presidential Campaign with Empty Flair, TIME at 4); Trump Committee, Statement of Organization, FEC Form 1 (June 29, 2015). 
	5 
	(June 16, 2015), https://time.com/3922770/donald-trump-campaign-launch/ (cited by MUR 7366 Compl. 

	MUR 7324 Compl. at 8 (referring to Cohen as a “top attorney” at the Trump Organization and as Trump’s “fix-it guy”). 
	6 

	See AMI, About Us/about-us/overview (last visited Oct. 22, 2020); AMI, Contact Us22, 2020); Del. Dept. of State, Div. of Corps., General Information Name Searchentity name: American Media, Inc.) (last visited Oct. 22, 2020). 
	7 
	, https://web.archive.org/web/20200721110029/https://www.americanmediainc.com 
	, https://web.archive.org/web/20200830111333/ 
	https://www.americanmediainc.com/contact-us (last visited Oct. 
	, https://icis.corp.delaware.gov/Ecorp/EntitySearch/NameSearch.aspx (search 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard ¶ 11. Publicly available information indicates that AMI announced on April 18, 2019, that it planned to sell the Enquirer to an individual named James Cohen; however, that sale reportedly was not finalized. See National Enquirer to Be Sold to Owner of Magazine Distributor, REUTERS (Apr. to-be-sold-to-owner-of-magazine-distributor-idUSKCN1RU25I; Sarah Ellison and Jonathan O’Connell, As a Sale of the National Enquirer Collapses, Some Wonder if the Tabloid is Too 
	8 
	18, 2019), https://www reuters.com/article/us-national-enquirer-m-a/national-enquirer
	-

	25, 2020), https://www.washingtonpost.com/lifestyle/media/as-a-sale-of-the-national-enquirer-collapses-some
	-


	MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366 (A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc., et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 3 of 16 
	1 merge it with Accelerate 360, a logistics firm.Pecker was the President and Chief Executive 2 Officer of AMI until the merger and reportedly became an executive advisor to the new 3 Howard was AMI’s Vice President and Chief Content Officer and reportedly left 4 the company on March 31, 2020.  From 2013 to 2017, Howard was the Editor in Chief of the 5 .6 The available information indicates that during Trump’s 2016 presidential campaign, 7 AMI and its executives, Pecker and Howard, paid $150,000 to Karen Mc
	9 
	company.
	10 
	11
	Enquirer
	12 
	Karen McDougal is a model and actress.
	13 
	14

	10 Agreement, AMI admitted that it made the payments to McDougal to ensure that she did not 11 publicize her allegations and “thereby influence [the 2016 presidential] election.”12 A. Pecker Enters into Agreement with Trump Committee Representatives 
	15 

	13 According to AMI’s Non-Prosecution Agreement, in August 2015, Pecker met with 14 AMI admitted that, at that meeting, 
	members of the Trump Committee and Michael Cohen.
	16 

	Ben Smith, National Enquirer Chief David Pecker Loses Top Job in Company Merger, N.Y. TIMES (Aug. Aug. 21 Article”). 
	9 
	21, 2020), https://www.nytimes.com/2020/08/21/business/media/david-pecker-ami-ceo html (“NY Times 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 1, n.1. MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 1, n.1; Lukas I. Alpert, National Enquirer Parent Parts Ways with Dylan 
	10 
	11 

	Howard, WALL ST. J. (Apr. howard-11586229089. MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard ¶ 2. MUR 7366 Compl. at 3 (citing Compl. for Declaratory Relief, McDougal v. American Media, Inc., No. 
	6, 2020), https://www.wsj.com/articles/national-enquirer-parent-parts-ways-with-dylan
	-

	12 
	13 

	BC698956 (Cal. Super. Ct. Los Angeles Cnty. Mar. 20, 2018) (“McDougal Complaint”). AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement at 3. See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
	14 
	15 
	16 

	MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366 (A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc., et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 4 of 16 
	1 “Pecker offered to help deal with negative stories about [Trump’s] relationships with women by, 2 among other things, assisting the campaign in identifying such stories so they could be purchased 3 and their publication avoided.”  Further, “Pecker agreed to keep Cohen apprised of any such 4 negative stories.”5 B. AMI Payment to Karen McDougal 6 In June 2016, an attorney representing a model believed to be McDougal, reportedly 7 contacted an editor at the Enquirer about the potential sale of the rights to 
	17
	18 
	model’s alleged relationship with Trump.
	19

	10 her story “[a]t Cohen’s urging and subject to Cohen’s promise that AMI would be reimbursed.”11   AMI and 12 McDougal entered into a contract on August 6, 2016,whereby AMI purchased the “Limited 13 Life Story Rights” to the story of McDougal’s relationship with “any then-married man” in 14   In addition, McDougal agreed to be featured on two 15 AMI-owned magazine covers and work with a ghostwriter to author monthly columns for AMI 
	20 
	On July 19, 2016, Trump became the Republican presidential nominee.
	21
	22 
	exchange for the payment of $150,000.
	23

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4; MUR 7366 Compl. at 4-5. AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 4; MUR 7332 Compl. at 3-4; MUR 7366 Compl. at 4-5. Alexander Burns and Jonathan Martin, Donald Trump Claims Nomination, with Discord Clear but Family 
	17 
	18 
	19 
	20 
	21 

	Cheering, N.Y. TIMES 
	(July 19, 2016), https://www nytimes.com/2016/07/20/us/politics/donald-trump-rnc html. 

	The contract was allegedly sent to McDougal on August 5, 2016, and she signed the contract the next morning. McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 48-55. MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard, Ex. A; id., Ex. B (amending McDougal’s agreement 
	22 
	23 

	with AMI so that she could “respond to legitimate press inquiries regarding the facts of her alleged relationship with Donald Trump”). 
	MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366 (A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc., et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 5 of 16 
	1   Davidson allegedly 2 told McDougal that AMI would purchase her story with the purpose of not publishing it because 3   On August 10, 2016, AMI sent a $150,000 payment to 4   McDougal alleges that as early as October 2016, 5 AMI staff appeared to lack interest in the columns that McDougal agreed to have published in 6 her name.  However, it does appear that AMI ultimately published several columns under 7 McDougal’s name. In late August and September 2016, Cohen requested to Pecker that AMI 8 assign Cohe
	publications; however, AMI was not obligated to publish her columns.
	24
	of Pecker’s friendship with Trump.
	25
	Davidson for the rights to McDougal’s story.
	26
	27
	28
	29 

	10 The assignment agreement was 11 drawn up, and on September 30, 2016, Pecker signed the agreement, which transferred the 12 13 AMI acknowledges in the DOJ Non-Prosecution Agreement that the payment of 14 $150,000 was substantially more than AMI would normally have agreed to pay because it relied 
	rights to an entity Cohen created for a payment of $125,000.
	30 
	limited life rights to McDougal’s story to an entity set up by Cohen.
	31 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp., Aff. of Dylan Howard, Ex. A at 1; see also MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 6 (citing McDougal Complaint ¶ 59). MUR 7332 First Amend. Compl. at 5 (citing McDougal Complaint ¶ 47); MUR 7366 Compl. at 5 (same). See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5. McDougal Complaint ¶¶ 57-60. MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 8 (“To date, AMI’s publications have published approximately twenty-five 
	24 
	25 
	26 
	27 
	28 

	(25) columns and articles either bylined or featuring Ms. McDougal across its publications, and AMI has requested additional columns from her.”). See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6. 
	29 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6. AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 6. 
	30 
	31 

	MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366 (A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc., et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 6 of 16 
	1 Further, AMI admits that its 2 “principal purpose in entering into the agreement was to suppress the model’s story so as to 3 prevent it from influencing the election” and that “[a]t no time during the negotiation for or 4 acquisition of [McDougal’s] story did AMI intend to publish the story or disseminate 5 information about it publicly.”AMI has admitted that, “[a]t all relevant times, [it] knew that 6 corporations such as AMI are subject to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by 7 corpo
	upon Cohen’s commitment that AMI would be reimbursed.
	32 
	33 
	34 

	10 The Complaints in MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366 allege that there is reason to believe that, 11 by paying McDougal $150,000, AMI made a prohibited corporate contribution because the 12 payment was not included within the scope of the press exemption and was an expenditure made 13 for the purpose of influencing the 2016 presidential election that was coordinated with an agent 14 The MUR 7332 Complaint further alleges that AMI’s payment to McDougal was an 
	of Trump.
	35 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5 (“AMI agreed to pay the model $150,000 — substantially more money than AMI otherwise would have paid to acquire the story — because of Cohen’s assurances to Pecker that AMI would ultimately be reimbursed for the payment.”). 
	32 

	See id. Id., Ex. A ¶ 8. MUR 7324 Compl. at 14-15; MUR 7332 Compl. at 8; MUR 7366 Compl. at 7-9. 
	33 
	34 
	35 
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	1 Pecker is named in the Complaints in his 2 capacity as an officer of AMI at the time of the payments. 3 All but one of the Responses filed in this matter pre-date AMI’s subsequent public 4 5 Generally, AMI’s Responses to the Complaints in these matters assert that the payment to 6 Alternatively, AMI argues 7 that the payment to McDougal “was compensation for bona fide content for AMI’s publications, 8 to license her name and image, and for a limited life story right, not ‘for the purpose of 9 influencing 
	excessive contribution to the Trump Committee.
	36 
	admissions and clarifications made in connection with its Non-Prosecution Agreement.
	37 
	McDougal was exempt from regulation under the press exemption.
	38 
	39

	10 contributions or expenditures because silence is not a “thing of value” under the Act, the 11 payment was for a legitimate business purpose, and the MUR 7324 and 7332 Complaints fail to 12 
	40
	show how the McDougal payment was coordinated with an agent of the Trump Committee.
	41 

	MUR 7332 Compl. at 8. 
	36 

	The two Responses filed after the Non-Prosecution Agreement, plea agreements, and congressional testimony were in response to the Complaint in MUR 7637, which has been merged in relevant part into MUR 7324. AMI’s Response in MUR 7637 asserted that, “The record establishes that [AMI] purchased a story right from Karen McDougal and employed her to perform modeling and related journalistic services, which she performed.” MUR 7637 AMI Resp. at 1. AMI’s MUR 7637 Response does not reference its Non-Prosecution Ag
	37 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 1-2, nn.1-2 ; MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. at 3-4. In defending its payment to McDougal, AMI quotes an article in The New Yorker that states that the Enquirer has “‘paid for interviews and photographs’” since its inception and that “‘the tabloid has paid anywhere from a few hundred dollars to six figures for scoops.’” MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 16-17 (quoting 2017 New Yorker Article). 
	38 

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 2; see also MUR 7637 AMI Resp. at 1 (asserting that it employed McDougal’s performance of “journalistic services”). 
	39 

	MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. at 5-7. AMI also contends that as of April 13, 2018, AMI had published 25 columns involving McDougal and had requested additional columns. MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 8. 
	40 

	MUR 7332 AMI Supp. Resp. at 7-9; MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 31-32. 
	41 
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	1 III. LEGAL ANALYSIS 2 The available information indicates that AMI paid $150,000 to McDougal for the purpose 3 of influencing the 2016 presidential election by preventing a potentially damaging story about 4 Trump from becoming public before the election.  Although AMI contends in its Response that 5 its payment to McDougal concerned the business and editorial decisions of a press entity and 6 thus are not subject to Commission regulation, the available information indicates that AMI 7 subsequently discla
	42
	43

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A). 52 U.S.C. § 30101(9)(A). 
	42 
	43 
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	1 “anything of value” In-kind contributions include, among 
	includes all in-kind contributions.
	44 

	2 The Act’s definition of “expenditure” does not include 
	other things, coordinated expenditures.
	45 

	3 “any news story, commentary, or editorial distributed through the facilities of any broadcasting 
	4 station, newspaper magazine, or other periodical publication, unless such facilities are owned or 
	5 controlled by any political party, political committee, or candidate.”This exemption is called 
	46 

	6 the “press exemption” or “media exemption.”  Costs covered by the exemption are also exempt 
	47

	7 
	from the Act’s disclosure and reporting requirements.
	48 

	8 AMI admitted in its Non-Prosecution Agreement with DOJ that its actions were not 
	9 undertaken in connection with any press function but were rather to benefit the Trump 
	10 Similarly, AMI’s assertion in its Response that it developed renewed interest in 
	Committee.
	49 

	11 McDougal’s story because she had “elevated her profile” by launching her own beauty and 
	11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d)(1). 
	44 

	52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(7)(B)(i) (treating as contributions any expenditures made “in cooperation, consultation, or concert, with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate,” the candidate’s authorized committee, or their agents); see 11 C.F.R. § 109.20 (defining “coordination”); see also Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, 46-47 (1976). 
	45 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(9)(B)(i). Commission regulations further provide that neither a “contribution” nor an “expenditure” results from “[a]ny cost incurred in covering or carrying a news story, commentary, or editorial by any broadcasting station (including a cable television operator, programmer or producer), Web site, newspaper, magazine, or other periodical publication, including any Internet, or electronic publication” unless the facility is “owned or controlled by any political party, political committee, 
	46 

	Advisory Op. 2011-11 (Colbert) at 6 (“AO 2011-11”); Advisory Op. 2008-14 (Melothé) at 3 (“AO 200814”). 
	47 
	-

	AO 2011-11 at 6, 8-10 (discussing costs that are within this exemption and also costs that are not). 
	48 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5 (“Despite the cover and article features to the agreement, AMI’s principal purpose in entering into the agreement was to suppress the model’s story so as to prevent it from influencing the election. At no time during the negotiation for or acquisition of the model’s story did AMI intend to publish the story or disseminate information about it publicly.”). Compare MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 20-21 with AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement at 1-3, Ex. A ¶ 3 (stating that “AMI
	49 
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	1 fragrance line is directly refuted by AMI’s subsequent admission in its Non-Prosecution 2 Agreement that its “principal purpose in entering into the agreement was to suppress 3 [McDougal’s] story so as to prevent it from influencing the election” and that “[a]t no time 4 during the negotiation for or acquisition of [McDougal’s] story did AMI intend to publish the 5 story or disseminate information about it publicly.”As a result, the Commission need not— 6 and does not—make any determination whether the pr
	50
	51 
	Committee.
	52

	10 B. The Commission Finds Reason to Believe that AMI’s Payment to McDougal 11 Was a Prohibited Corporate Contribution 
	12 1. 13 14 a. Coordination 15 The Act and Commission regulations prohibit corporations from making contributions to 16   Likewise, it is unlawful for any 17 candidate, candidate committee, or other person to knowingly accept or receive such a prohibited 
	The Commission Finds Reason to Believe that AMI’s Payment to 
	McDougal Was a Coordinated Expenditure 
	candidate committees in connection with a federal election.
	53

	18 contribution, and for any officer or director of a corporation to consent to any such 19   The Commission has consistently found that payments by a third party that are 
	contribution.
	54

	MURs 7324/7332 AMI Resp. at 6. AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 5. Id. at 1-3 (stating that “AMI accepts and acknowledges as true the facts” contained in Exhibit A). 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b). 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b), (d)-(e). 
	50 
	51 
	52 
	53 
	54 
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	1 intended to influence an election and are “coordinated” with a candidate, authorized committee, 2 or agent thereof are “coordinated expenditures” that result in a contribution by the person making 3 the expenditure to the candidate or political committee with whom the expenditure was 4 5 The available information indicates that AMI’s payment to McDougal was “coordinated” 6 with the campaign because, according to AMI, it was made “in cooperation, consultation or 7 concert with, or at the request or suggest
	coordinated.
	55 
	the Trump Committee.
	56 

	10 request and suggestion of one or more members or agents of a candidate’s 2016 presidential 11 campaign, to ensure that a woman did not publicize damaging allegations about that candidate 12 before the 2016 presidential election and thereby influence that election.” Accordingly, the 13 AMI payment to McDougal meets the definition of “coordinated” in 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a) in 14 that they were made in cooperation, consultation or concert with, or at the request or suggestion 15 of the Trump Committee.  The 
	57

	See 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a)-(b); see, e.g., Conciliation Agreement ¶¶ IV.7-11, V.1-2, MUR 6718 (Sen. John 
	55 

	E. Ensign) (Apr. 18, 2013) (acknowledging that third parties’ payment, in coordination with a federal candidate, of severance to a former employee of the candidate’s authorized committee and leadership PAC resulted in an excessive, unreported in-kind contribution by the third parties to the candidate and the two political committees); Factual & Legal Analysis at 30-33, MURs 4568, 4633, and 4634 (Triad Mgmt. Servs., Inc.) (finding reason to believe that by offering fundraising support, campaign management co
	52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(7)(B)(i); 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(a)-(b). 
	56 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 2. 
	57 
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	1 b. For the Purpose of Influencing an Election 2 The “purpose” of influencing a federal election is a necessary element in defining 3 whether a payment is a “contribution” or “expenditure” under the Act and Commission 4   In analyzing whether a payment made by a third party is a “contribution” or 5 “expenditure,” the Commission has concluded that “the question under the Act is whether” the 6 donation, payment, or service was “provided for the purpose of influencing a federal election 7 [and] not whether [i
	regulations.
	58
	59
	60 

	10 
	inferred from the surrounding circumstances.
	61 

	11 With respect to the McDougal payment, it is unnecessary to infer the circumstances 
	12 behind the payment; AMI has already acknowledged, in a sworn agreement, that the purpose of 
	13 paying McDougal was to prevent her story from influencing the election.  In the AMI Non
	-

	14 Prosecution Agreement, AMI explicitly admits that its “principal purpose in entering into the 
	See 52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i), (9)(A)(i). 
	58 

	52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A)(i), (9)(A)(i). 
	59 

	Factual & Legal Analysis at 6, MUR 7024 (Van Hollen for Senate). 
	60 

	See, e.g., Advisory Op. 2000-08 (Harvey) at 1, 3 (“AO 2000-08”) (concluding private individual’s $10,000 “gift” to federal candidate would be a contribution because “the proposed gift would not be made but for the recipient’s status as a Federal candidate”); Advisory Op. 1990-05 (Mueller) at 4 (“AO 1990-05”) (explaining that solicitations and express advocacy communications are for the purpose of influencing an election and concluding, after examining circumstances of the proposed activity, that federal can
	61 
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	1 agreement [with McDougal] was to suppress the model’s story” and “to ensure that [she] did not 2 publicize damaging allegations about [Trump] before the 2016 presidential election and thereby 3 influence that election.”Further, AMI admits that the payment to McDougal was part of an 4 overarching scheme in “assisting [the] campaign” in identifying and purchasing “negative stories 5 6 Thus, the available information supports the conclusion that AMI’s payment to 7 McDougal was coordinated with the Trump Comm
	62 
	about [his] relationships with women” to prevent their publication.
	63 

	10 2. 11 12 
	The Commission Finds Reason to Believe that AMI’s Payment to 
	McDougal Was a Prohibited Corporate In-Kind Contribution to the Trump 
	Committee 

	13 Because the available information indicates that AMI’s payment to McDougal was a 14 coordinated expenditure made for the purpose of influencing the 2016 election, the record 15 supports a reason to believe finding that the payment constituted an in-kind contribution from 16   Further, because the payment was an in-kind contribution to 17 the Trump Committee, it was subject to the contribution limits and prohibitions set forth in the 18   The Act and Commission regulations prohibit corporations 
	AMI to the Trump Committee.
	64
	Act and Commission regulations.
	65

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶¶ 2, 5. 
	62 

	Id. ¶ 3. 
	63 

	See 11 C.F.R. § 109.20(b). 
	64 

	Under the Act, an individual may not make a contribution to a candidate with respect to any election in excess of the legal limit, which was $2,700 per election during the 2016 election cycle. See 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(1)(A); 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(1). However, as detailed below, these contributions were made by a corporation, not an individual. 
	65 
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	1 
	1 
	from making contributions to candidate committees.66
	  The Act and Commission regulations also 

	2 
	2 
	prohibit candidates, candidate committees, or other persons from knowingly accepting or 

	3 
	3 
	receiving such a prohibited contribution, and for any officer or director of a corporation to 

	4 
	4 
	consent to making any such contribution.67 

	5 
	5 
	The Commission has previously found violations of the Act by a corporation and its 

	6 
	6 
	officers in connection with similar payments to third parties. In MUR 7248, the Commission 

	7 
	7 
	found reason to believe that Cancer Treatment Centers of America and several of its corporate 

	8 
	8 
	officers violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118 by making and consenting to prohibited corporate 

	9 
	9 
	contributions where the corporate officers engaged in a reimbursement scheme whereby 

	10 
	10 
	executives were reimbursed via bonuses for their political contributions.68 

	11 
	11 
	While corporate contributions to candidate committees are per se prohibited and do not 

	12 
	12 
	require proof of the contributor’s knowledge of the violation, AMI has admitted to DOJ that it 

	13 
	13 
	knew that corporations are prohibited from contributing to candidate committees like the Trump 

	14 
	14 
	Committee.69 The AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement states: 

	15 16 17 18 
	15 16 17 18 
	At all relevant times, AMI knew that corporations such as AMI are subject to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by corporations, made for purposes of influencing an election and in coordination with or at the request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful.  At no time did AMI 

	TR
	66 
	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b). 

	TR
	67 
	52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b), (d)-(e). 

	TR
	68 Factual & Legal Analysis at 15-18, 21-22, MUR 7248 (Cancer Treatment Centers of America Global, Inc.); see also MUR 7027 (MV Transportation, Inc.) (conciliating violations of 52 U.S.C. § 30118 with a corporation and CEO that stemmed from a reimbursement scheme); MUR 6889 (Eric Byer) (finding reason to believe that a corporation and an executive violated section 30118 through a contribution reimbursement scheme) see also First Gen. Counsel’s Rpt. at 18-19, 26, MUR 6766 (Jesse Jackson Jr.) (recommending th

	TR
	69 
	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 8. 


	MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366 (A360 Media, LLC f/k/a American Media, Inc., et al.) Factual and Legal Analysis Page 15 of 16 
	1 report to the Federal Election Commission that it had made the $150,000 2 3 Therefore, AMI has admitted that it made the payment to McDougal while knowing that it was 4 Thus, the Commission finds reason to believe that AMI and Pecker violated 
	payment to [McDougal].
	70 
	unlawful.
	71 

	5 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by making and consenting to a prohibited corporate in-kind contribution.    6 C.  The Commission Finds Reason to Believe that the Violation Set Forth Above 7 Was Knowing and Willful 
	8 The Act prescribes additional penalties for “knowing and willful” violations,which are 
	72 

	9 defined as “acts [that] were committed with full knowledge of all the relevant facts and a 10 recognition that the action is prohibited by law.”This standard does not require knowledge of 11 the specific statute or regulation that the respondent allegedly violated; it is sufficient to 12 demonstrate that a respondent “acted voluntarily and was aware that his conduct was 13 unlawful.”Such awareness may be shown through circumstantial evidence from which the 
	73 
	74 

	Id. 
	70 

	See AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 8 (“At all relevant times, AMI knew that corporations such as AMI are subject to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by corporations, made for purposes of influencing an election and in coordination with or at the request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful.”). 
	71 

	See 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(B), (d). 
	72 

	122 Cong. Rec. 12,197, 12,199 (May 3, 1976); see, e.g., Factual & Legal Analysis at 3-4, MUR 6920 (Now or Never PAC, et al.) (applying “knowing and willful” standard); Factual & Legal Analysis at 17-18, MUR 6766 (Jesse Jackson, Jr., et al.) (same). 
	73 

	United States v. Danielczyk, 917 F. Supp. 2d 573, 579 (E.D. Va. 2013) (quoting Bryan v. United States, 524 
	74 

	U.S. 184, 195 (1998) (holding that the government needs to show only that the defendant acted with knowledge that conduct was unlawful, not knowledge of the specific statutory provision violated, to establish a willful violation)). 
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	1 respondent’s unlawful intent may be reasonably inferred, including, for example, an “elaborate 2 scheme for disguising” unlawful acts.3 The available information supports a reason to believe finding that AMI and Pecker’s 4 foregoing violation was knowing and willful because AMI, through its Non-Prosecution 5 Furthermore, Pecker’s and 6 Howard’s direct involvement in the negotiations indicate that Pecker was a party in a scheme to 7 both hide the story and the payment.As such, the information indicates tha
	75
	76 
	Agreement, admitted that it knew its actions were unlawful.
	77 
	78

	10 corresponding payment.  Accordingly, the Commission finds reason to believe that the violation 11 of the Act by AMI and Pecker, as set forth above, was knowing and willful.  
	Cf. United States v. Hopkins, 916 F.2d 207, 213 (5th Cir. 1990) (quoting United States v. Bordelon, 871 F.2d 491, 494 (5th Cir. 1989)). Hopkins involved a conduit contributions scheme, and the issue before the Fifth Circuit concerned the sufficiency of the evidence supporting the defendants’ convictions for conspiracy and false statements under 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 and 1001. 
	75 

	Id. at 214-15. “It has long been recognized that ‘efforts at concealment [may] be reasonably explainable only in terms of motivation to evade’ lawful obligations.” Id. at 214 (quoting Ingram v. United States, 360 U.S. 672, 679 (1959)). 
	76 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 8 (admitting that AMI “knew that corporations such as [itself] are subject to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by corporations, made for purposes of influencing an election and in coordination with or at the request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful”). 
	77 

	AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, Ex. A ¶ 3. 
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	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	Figure
	1 2 May 14, 2021 3 4 TO: The Commission 
	MEMORANDUM 

	6 FROM: Lisa J. Stevenson 7 8 9 
	Acting General Counsel Charles Kitcher Acting Associate General Counsel for Enforcement Lynn Y. TranAssistant General Counsel Adrienne C. Baranowicz 

	11 12 BY: 13 14 
	16 Attorney 17 18 SUBJECT: MURs 7324, 7332, 7364 and 7366 (American Media, Inc. through its successor in 19   interest, A360 Media, LLC, and David J. Pecker.)  
	Recommendation to Accept the Signed Pre-Probable Cause Conciliation 21   Agreement 22 ______________________________________________________________________________ 23 24 On March 11, 2021, the Commission found reason to believe that A360 Media, LLC, 
	formerly American Media, Inc. (“AMI”), and David J. Pecker knowingly and willfully violated 26 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by making a prohibited in-kind contribution in connection with AMI’s 27 payment of $150,000 to Karen McDougal. On April 8, 2021, the Commission approved a joint 28 conciliation agreement with AMI and Pecker 29 
	1
	Figure

	Attached is a conciliation agreement negotiated with AMI, through its successor in 
	interest, A360 Media, LLC, to resolve the matter as to AMI.  Given the particular circumstances 31 of this matter, 32 33 we believe this settlement represents an acceptable resolution of the matter as to 34 
	Figure
	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 (American Media, Inc.) Memorandum to the Commission Page 2 of 4 
	1 AMI and we recommend that the Commission accept the signed conciliation agreement with 2 AMI and, in accordance with the proposed agreement, take no further action as to David Pecker. 
	3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 
	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 (American Media, Inc.) Memorandum to the Commission Page 3 of 4 
	1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 11 12 13 14 16 17 18 19 21 22 23 24 26 27 28 Accordingly, we29 recommend that the Commission approve the agreement with AMI and take no further action as 
	31 to David Pecker. 32 
	Figure
	MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 (American Media, Inc.) Memorandum to the Commission Page 4 of 4 
	1 As to the overall disposition of these matters, we note that the Commission was equally 2 divided on OGC’s remaining recommendations and that MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 all 3 remain open as to all Respondents.4 5 RECOMMENDATIONS: 
	7 

	6 
	6 
	6 
	1. Accept the attached conciliation agreement with AMI; 

	7 
	7 
	2. Take no further action as to David J. Pecker; 

	8 
	8 
	3. Close the file in MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 as to David J. Pecker and AMI; 9 and 

	10 
	10 
	4. Approve the appropriate letters.   
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	Figure
	Certification, MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, 7366 (Mar. 17, 2021). 
	BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	In the Matter of ) 
	) MURs 7324, 7332, 7364 and 7366 American Media, Inc. through its ) successor in interest, A360 Media, LLC, ) and David J. Pecker: Recommendation to ) Accept the Signed Pre-Probable Cause ) Conciliation Agreement ) 
	CERTIFICATION 
	CERTIFICATION 

	I, Laura E. Sinram, Acting Secretary and Clerk of the Federal Election 
	Commission, do hereby certify that on May 17, 2021, the Commission decided 
	by a vote of 6-0 to take the following actions in MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 
	7366: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Accept the conciliation agreement with AMI, as recommended in the Memorandum to the Commission dated May 14, 2021. 

	2. 
	2. 
	Take no further action as to David J. Pecker. 

	3. 
	3. 
	Close the file in MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 as to David J. Pecker and AMI. 

	4. 
	4. 
	Approve the appropriate letters. 


	Commissioners Broussard, Cooksey, Dickerson, Trainor, Walther, and Weintraub voted affirmatively for the decision.   
	May 17, 2021 Date 
	Attest: 
	Digitally signed by
	Figure

	Certification, MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, 7366 (Mar. 17, 2021). Certification, MURs 7324, 7332, 7366 (Apr. 12, 2021). 
	Certification, MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, 7366 (Mar. 17, 2021). Certification, MURs 7324, 7332, 7366 (Apr. 12, 2021). 
	Certification, MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, 7366 (Mar. 17, 2021). Certification, MURs 7324, 7332, 7366 (Apr. 12, 2021). 
	1 
	2 




	Laura 
	Laura 
	Laura Sinram Date: 
	2021.05.17


	Sinram 
	Sinram 
	18:11:46 -04'00' 
	Laura E. Sinram Acting Secretary and Clerk of the Commission 
	BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	In the Matter of ) 
	) MURs 7324, 7332, 7364 and 7366 
	Donald J. Trump, Make America Great ) 
	Again PAC (formerly known as Donald ) 
	J. Trump for President, Inc.) and ) Bradley T. Crate in his official capacity ) as treasurer; Michael D. Cohen; Dylan ) Howard; Timothy Jost ) 
	CERTIFICATION 
	CERTIFICATION 

	I, Vicktoria J. Allen, recording secretary for the Federal Election Commission executive session on May 20, 2021, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a vote of 6-0 to take the following actions in MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Close the file. 

	2. 
	2. 
	Send the appropriate letters. Commissioners Broussard, Cooksey, Dickerson, Trainor, Walther, and Weintraub voted 


	affirmatively for the decision. Attest: 
	Digitally signed by Vicktoria Allen 
	Vicktoria Allen 

	Date:  11:59:41 -04'00'
	2021.05.27

	           May 27, 2021 Date 
	Vicktoria J. Allen Acting Deputy Secretary of the Commission 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION Washington, DC 20463 
	May 18, 2021 
	Via Electronic Mail (; )
	lgoodman@wiley.law
	lgoodman@wiley.law

	awoodson@wiley.law
	awoodson@wiley.law


	Lee E. Goodman, Esq. Andrew G. Woodson, Esq. Wiley Rein LLP 1776 K Street NW Washington, DC 20006 
	Lee E. Goodman, Esq. Andrew G. Woodson, Esq. Wiley Rein LLP 1776 K Street NW Washington, DC 20006 
	RE: MURs 7324, 7332, 7364 and 7366 

	Dear Mr. Goodman and Mr. Woodson: 
	On May 17, 2021, the Federal Election Commission accepted the signed conciliation agreement submitted by American Media, Inc., through its successor in interest, A360 Media, LLC (“AMI”), in settlement of a violation of 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a), a provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. The Commission also determined to take no further action as to David J. Pecker.  Accordingly, the files in MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 have been closed as they pertain to AMI and Mr. Pecker.    
	The Commission reminds you that the confidentiality provisions of 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(12)(A) still apply, and that these matters are still open with respect to other respondents. The Commission will notify you when the entire file has been closed. 
	Enclosed you will find a copy of the fully executed conciliation agreement for your files. If you have any questions, please call me at (202) 694-1573. 
	       Sincerely,       Adrienne C. Baranowicz 
	       Attorney 
	Enclosure   Conciliation Agreement 
	    
	BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
	In the Matter of ) 
	) MURs 7324, 7332, 7366, American Media, Inc. ) 
	1

	) 
	CONCILIATION AGREEMENT 
	This matter was generated by complaints filed by Common Cause, Free Speech for People, American Bridge 21st Century Foundation, and Allen J. Epstein. The Federal Election Commission found reason to believe that American Media, Inc. through its successor in interest, A360 Media, LLC (“AMI”) (“Respondent”) knowingly and willfully violated 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a) by making a prohibited corporate in-kind contribution by purchasing a story right from Karen McDougal in August 2016 and thereafter not publishing the s
	NOW, THEREFORE, the Commission and the Respondent, having participated in informal methods of conciliation, prior to a finding of probable cause to believe, do hereby agree as follows: 
	I. The Commission has jurisdiction over the Respondent and the subject matter of this proceeding, and this agreement has the effect of an agreement entered pursuant to 52 U.S.C § 30109 (a)(4)(A)(i). 
	II. Respondent has had a reasonable opportunity to demonstrate that no action should be taken in this matter. 
	III. Respondent voluntarily enters into this agreement with the Commission. 
	IV. The pertinent facts in this matter are as follows: 
	Through its successor in interest A360 Media, LLC. 
	    
	MURs 7324, 7332, and 7366 (American Media, Inc.) Conciliation Agreement Page 2 of 8 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	In 2016, at the time of the events giving rise to this matter, AMI was a bona fide media corporation headquartered in New York, New York, that published health, fitness, celebrity and investigative print and online magazines, tabloids and books. Among AMI’s publications were the National Enquirer (the “Enquirer”), a weekly print and online tabloid publication in print since 1926, Muscle & Fitness, Muscle & Fitness Hers, Men’s Journal, Star Magazine, Radar Online, OK!, and US Weekly. AMI has never been owned

	2. 
	2. 
	David Pecker was the President and Chief Executive Officer of AMI until 2020 when AMI merged with another company to form a new company. 

	3. 
	3. 
	Dylan Howard was AMI’s Vice President and Chief Content Officer. From 2013 to 2017, Howard was the Editor in Chief of the Enquirer. 


	4. Michael D. Cohen was an attorney for the Trump Organization. 
	5. 
	5. 
	5. 
	Donald J. Trump for President, Inc. and Bradley T. Crate in his official capacity as treasurer (the “Trump Committee”), was then-presidential candidate Donald J. Trump’s principal campaign committee. 

	6. 
	6. 
	In August 2015, David Pecker met with at least one member of the Trump Committee and Michael Cohen. At that meeting, Mr. Pecker offered to help deal with negative stories about Trump by, among other things, assisting the campaign in identifying such stories so they could be purchased and their publication avoided. Mr. Pecker agreed to keep Cohen apprised of any such stories. 

	7. 
	7. 
	In June 2016, an attorney representing Karen McDougal, who was attempting to sell her story of her alleged extramarital affair with Trump, contacted Dylan Howard at the 
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	Enquirer. David Pecker and Dylan Howard then informed Michael Cohen about the story. At Mr. Cohen’s urging and subject to his promise that AMI would be reimbursed, AMI began negotiations to obtain the rights to her story. On June 20, 2016, Dylan Howard interviewed Karen McDougal about her story. Following the interview, AMI communicated to Mr. Cohen that it would acquire the story but not publish it, pursuant to an expectation of reimbursement by Michael Cohen. 
	8. 
	8. 
	8. 
	AMI and Karen McDougal entered into a contract on August 6, 2016, whereby AMI purchased the “Limited Life Story Rights” to the story of Ms. McDougal’s relationship with “any then-married man” in exchange for the payment of $150,000. In addition, Ms. McDougal agreed to be featured on two AMI-owned magazine covers and work with a ghostwriter to author monthly columns for AMI publications; however, AMI was not obligated to publish her columns. 

	9. 
	9. 
	On August 10, 2016, AMI sent a $150,000 payment to Karen McDougal’s attorney Keith Davidson for the rights to Ms. McDougal’s story, modeling services for magazine covers, and articles. 

	10. 
	10. 
	In late August and September 2016, consistent with prior conversations between them, Mr. Cohen called David Pecker and stated that he wanted to be assigned the limited life rights portion of AMI’s agreement with Karen McDougal. Mr. Pecker agreed to assign the rights to Cohen for $125,000. The assignment agreement was drawn up, and on September 30, 2016, prior to receiving payment, Mr. Pecker signed the agreement, which contemplated the transfer of the limited life rights portion of AMI’s agreement to an ent
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	11. 
	11. 
	11. 
	However, in or about early October 2016, Mr. Pecker contacted Mr. Cohen and told him that the deal was off and that Mr. Cohen should tear up the assignment agreement. Thus, the sale was never consummated and AMI continued to own the story right until April 2018, when AMI renegotiated the limited life story right with Ms. McDougal, re-assigning the story right to her while retaining a financial interest in the story in the event she were to sell the story. 

	12. 
	12. 
	In addition to the sale of the limited life story right, Karen McDougal ultimately did perform journalistic services for AMI. AMI published articles written by Ms. McDougal in OK! Magazine and Star Magazine and featured her on the cover of Muscle & Fitness Hers (Spring 2017) and Men’s Journal (September 2018). She modeled for photo shoots which were featured in print magazines and online. The publication of these articles was intended, at least in part, to keep Ms. McDougal from commenting publicly about he

	13. 
	13. 
	In 2018, AMI entered into a non-prosecution agreement with the Department of Justice (“AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement”) that related to AMI’s general agreement to identify stories that were damaging to Donald J. Trump’s presidential campaign so that they could be purchased and their publication avoided, including AMI’s subsequent $150,000 payment to Karen McDougal.  

	14. 
	14. 
	In the AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, AMI acknowledged that the payment of $150,000 was “substantially more than AMI otherwise would have paid to acquire the story” because of Michael Cohen’s assurances that AMI would ultimately be reimbursed for the payment. Further, AMI admitted that its “principal purpose in entering into the agreement was to suppress [McDougal’s] story so as to prevent it from influencing the election” and that “[a]t no 
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	time during the negotiation for or acquisition of [McDougal’s] story did AMI intend to publish the story or disseminate information about it publicly.”  As part of the Non-Prosecution Agreement, AMI admitted that, “[a]t all relevant times, [it] knew that corporations such as AMI are subject to federal campaign finance laws, and that expenditures by corporations, made for purposes of influencing an election and in coordination with or at the request of a candidate or campaign, are unlawful.” 
	15. 
	15. 
	15. 
	Under the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”), a “contribution” includes “any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal office,” and an “expenditure” includes “any purchase, payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money or anything of value, made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal office.” 52 U.S.C. § 30101(8)(A), (9)(A). 

	16. 
	16. 
	Under Commission regulations, the phrase “anything of value” includes all in- kind contributions, which includes, among other things, coordinated expenditures. 52 U.S.C. § 30116(a)(7)(B)(i); 11 C.F.R. § 100.52(d)(1). 

	17. 
	17. 
	An expenditure is coordinated when it is made “in cooperation, consultation or concert with, or at the request or suggestion” a candidate or a candidate’s authorized committee and is considered an in-kind contribution to the candidate or candidate’s authorized committee with whom it was coordinated. 11 C.F.R. § 109.20. 

	18. 
	18. 
	Although the Act’s definition of “expenditure” does not include “any news story, commentary, or editorial distributed through the facilities of any broadcasting station, newspaper magazine, or other periodical publication, unless such facilities are owned or controlled by any 
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	political party, political committee, or candidate,” the Commission has concluded that this exemption, known as the “Press Exemption,” does not apply to AMI’s payment to Karen McDougal because, as stated in the AMI Non-Prosecution Agreement, “[a]t no time during the negotiation for or acquisition of [Karen McDougal’s] story did AMI intend to publish the story or disseminate information about it publicly,” it acquired the story “in consultation cooperation and concert with and at request or suggestion of one
	19. 
	19. 
	19. 
	The Act and Commission regulations prohibit corporations from making contributions to candidate committees in connection with a federal election. 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b). 

	20. 
	20. 
	The Act and Commission regulations also prohibit candidates, candidate committees, or other persons from knowingly accepting or receiving such a prohibited contribution and for any officer or director of a corporate to consent to making any such contribution. 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b), (d)-(e). 

	21. 
	21. 
	AMI contends that, like all publishers, it has a well-established First Amendment and statutory right, which it has often practiced, to decline to publish stories, even after spending significant resources to develop those stories. AMI further contends that it believed its purchase of McDougal’s story right in 2016 and the decision not to publish the story were fully protected by the Press Exemption and the First Amendment because AMI is a well-established press entity regularly publishing magazines in prin
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	choice of an individual to sell their story right and of AMI to purchase that right and not publish 
	the story would not necessarily result in a contribution under the Act. 
	V. Solely for the purpose of settling this matter expeditiously and avoiding litigation, with no admission as to the merit of the Commission’s legal conclusions: 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Respondent agrees not to contest that AMI’s payment to Karen McDougal to purchase a limited life story right combined with its decision not to publish the story, in consultation with an agent of Donald J. Trump and for the purpose of influencing the election, constituted a prohibited corporate in-kind contribution in violation of 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a). 

	2. 
	2. 
	Respondent acknowledges the Commission’s reason-to-believe finding that these violations were knowing and willful, but Respondent does not admit to the knowing and willful aspect of these violations. 


	VI. Respondent will take the following actions: 
	1. Respondent will cease and desist from violating 52 U.S.C. §§ 30118(a). 
	2. Respondent will pay a civil penalty to the Commission in the amount of One Hundred Eighty-Seven Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($187,500) pursuant to 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(5)(B). 
	VII. The Commission, on request of anyone filing a complaint under 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(1) concerning the matters at issue herein or on its own motion, may review compliance with this agreement. If the Commission believes that this agreement or any requirement thereof has been violated, it may institute a civil action for relief in the United States District Court for the District of Columbia. 
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	VIII. This agreement shall become effective as of the date that all parties hereto have executed the same and the Commission has approved the entire agreement. 
	IX. Respondent shall have no more than 30 days from the date this agreement becomes effective to comply with and implement the requirements contained in this agreement and to so notify the Commission.
	X. This Conciliation Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the parties on the matters raised herein, and no other statement, promise, or agreement, either written or 
	oral, made by either party or by agents of either party, that is not contained in this written agreement shall be enforceable. 
	FOR THE COMMISSION:
	Figure
	Charles Kitcher Date Acting Associate General Counsel
	for Enforcement
	FOR THE RESPONDENT: 
	Figure
	   
	James Pascoe Date Chief Legal Officer 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION Washington, DC 20463 
	June 1, 2021 CERTIFIED MAIL – RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED Via Email: 
	pryan@commoncause.org 
	pryan@commoncause.org 


	Paul S. Ryan Common Cause 805 15th Street, NW, Suite 800 Washington, DC 20005 
	RE: MUR 7364 
	Dear Mr. Ryan: 
	The Federal Election Commission (“Commission”) has considered the allegations contained in your complaint dated April 12, 2018, but there were an insufficient number of votes to find reason to believe that the respondents violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”). Accordingly, on May 20, 2021, the Commission closed the file in this matter. A Statement of Reasons providing a basis for the Commission’s decision will follow.  
	Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days. See Disclosure of Certain Documents in Enforcement and Other Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 (Aug. 2, 2016), effective September 1, 2016. 
	The Act allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission’s dismissal of this action. See 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(8). If you have any questions, please contact Adrienne C. Baranowicz, the attorney assigned to this matter, at  or (202) 694-1650. 
	abaranowicz@fec.gov

	       Sincerely,
	       Lisa J. Stevenson       Acting General Counsel 
	By: Lynn Y. Tran 
	       Assistant General Counsel 
	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION Washington, DC 20463 
	June 1, 2021 
	Via Electronic Mail (; )
	lgoodman@wiley.law
	lgoodman@wiley.law

	awoodson@wiley.law
	awoodson@wiley.law


	Lee Goodman, Esp. Andrew G. Woodson, Esq. Wiley Rein LLP 1776 K Street NW Washington, DC 20006 
	RE: MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366         American Media, Inc. David J. Pecker 
	Dear Mr. Goodman and Mr. Woodson: 
	This is to advise you that the file in these matters has been closed and this matter is now public. Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days.  See Statement of Policy Regarding Disclosure of Certain Documents in Enforcement and Other 
	Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 (Aug. 2, 2016). 
	If you have any questions, please contact me at  or (202) 694-1650. 
	abaranowicz@fec.gov

	       Sincerely, 
	Figure
	       Adrienne C. Baranowicz        Attorney 
	       Adrienne C. Baranowicz        Attorney 


	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION Washington, DC 20463 
	June 1, 2021 
	Via Electronic Mail Michael D. Cohen 
	New York, NY 10002 
	RE: MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 
	Dear Mr. Cohen: 
	On February 27, 2018, March 1, 2018, April 19, 2018, April 20, 2018, May 10, 2018, August 9, 2018, and May 17, 2019, the Federal Election Commission (“Commission”) notified you of four complaints, and their related amendments, alleging that you violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”) and the Commission’s regulations. The Commission considered the allegations raised in the complaints and there were an insufficient number of votes to find reason to believ
	Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days.  See Disclosure of Certain Documents in Enforcement and Other Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 (Aug. 2, 2016), effective September 1, 2016. 
	If you have any questions, please contact Adrienne C. Baranowicz, the attorney assigned to this matter, at  or (202) 694-1650. 
	abaranowicz@fec.gov

	       Sincerely, 
	Figure
	       Lynn Y. Tran        Assistant General Counsel 
	       Lynn Y. Tran        Assistant General Counsel 


	Figure
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION Washington, DC 20463 
	June 1, 2021 
	Via Electronic Mail ()
	scrosland@jonesday.com

	E. Stewart Crosland, Esq.  Jones Day 51 Louisiana Avenue NW Washington, DC 20001 
	E. Stewart Crosland, Esq.  Jones Day 51 Louisiana Avenue NW Washington, DC 20001 
	RE: MURs 7324, 7332, 7364, and 7366 

	 Dear Mr. Crosland:  
	On February 27, 2018, March 1, 2018, April 19, 2018, April 20, 2018, May 10, 2018, August 9, 2018, and May 17, 2019, the Federal Election Commission (“Commission”) notified you of four complaints, and their amendments, alleging that your clients, Donald J. Trump and Make America Great Again PAC (formerly known as Donald J. Trump for President, Inc.), and Bradley T. Crate in his official capacity as treasurer, violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”) and 
	Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days.  See Disclosure of Certain Documents in Enforcement and Other Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 (Aug. 2, 2016), effective September 1, 2016. 
	If you have any questions, please contact Adrienne C. Baranowicz, the attorney assigned to this matter, at  or (202) 694-1650. 
	abaranowicz@fec.gov

	       Sincerely, 
	       Sincerely, 
	FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION Washington, DC 20463 

	Figure
	       Lynn Y. Tran        Assistant General Counsel 
	       Lynn Y. Tran        Assistant General Counsel 


	Figure
	June 1, 2021 
	Via Electronic Mail (; )
	lgoodman@wiley.law
	lgoodman@wiley.law

	awoodson@wiley.law
	awoodson@wiley.law


	Lee Goodman, Esp. Andrew G. Woodson, Esq. Wiley Rein LLP 1776 K Street NW Washington, DC 20006 
	RE: MURs 7332 and 7364         Dylan Howard 
	Dear Mr. Goodman and Mr. Woodson: 
	On March 1, 2018, April 19, 2018, May 10, 2018, and August 9, 2018 the Federal Election Commission (“Commission”) notified you of two complaints, and their amendments, alleging that your client, Dylan Howard, violated certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act”) and the Commission’s regulations.  The Commission has considered the allegations raised in the complaints and there were an insufficient number of votes to find reason to believe your client may have violated
	Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days.  See Disclosure of Certain Documents in Enforcement and Other Matters, 81 Fed. Reg. 50,702 (Aug. 2, 2016), effective September 1, 2016. 
	If you have any questions, please contact Adrienne C. Baranowicz, the attorney assigned to this matter, at  or (202) 694-1650. 
	abaranowicz@fec.gov

	       Sincerely, 
	Figure
	       Lynn Y. Tran        Assistant General Counsel 
	       Lynn Y. Tran        Assistant General Counsel 











