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June 18, 2020 

Jeff S. Jordon, Esq. 
Assistant General Counsel
Complaints Examination & Legal Administration
Federal Election Commission
1050 First Street NE
Washington, DC 20463

VIA E-MAIL: CELA@fec.gov

Re: MUR 774 : Response from Beth Parlato, Beth for Congress, Bradley Crate, and Anthony
Parlato.

We write on behalf of Beth Parlato, Beth for Congress, Bradley Crate in his official 
capacity as Treasurer, and Anthony Parlato (collectively “the Respondents”) in response to a
complaint alleging that the Campaign accepted a prohibited and excessive corporate contribution 
in the form of a bank loan worth over $150,000.  The Complaint is based upon a misapplication
of the facts and law at issue in the matter.  Contrary to the Complaint’s assertions, accepting a
bank loan during the course of an individual’s political campaign is perfectly legal, so long as it
follows certain guidelines.  Because the loan at issue in the matter clearly meets these guidelines,
we ask that the Commission promptly find no reason to believe that any impermissable activity
occurred, and promptly close the file.   

I. Facts and Legal Analysis.

Beth Parlato is a Republican candidate for New York’s 27th Congressional District.  She 
filed her Statement of Candidacy with the Commission on July 26, 2019.1  Her official campaign
committee is Beth for Congress, which filed its Statement of Organization on the same day.2

On March 27, 2020, Ms. Parlato secured a home equity line of credit (HELOC) valued at
$150,000, which was tied to her property on , Darien Center, NY 14040. 3

1 FEC Form 2, Statement of Candidacy, Beth Parlato (July 26, 2019), available at
https://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-bin/forms/H0NY27108/1344148/.
2 FEC Form 1, Statement of Organization, Beth for Congress (July 26, 2019), available at
https://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-bin/forms/C00713859/1344154/.
3 See Exhibit A.
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The property’s most recent appraisal valued the home at $1,000,000. 4  On March 31, 2020, Ms. 
Parlato made a contribution to her campaign in the amount of $158,500, which was reported on 
her April Quarterly Report.5

Based on these facts, the Complaint alleges that the Respondents violated the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1974, as amended (“FECA”) and Commission regulations because the 
bank made, and the Campaign accepted, a prohibited and excessive contribution.  This is untrue, 
as the HELOC was arms-length and in compliance with the applicable laws. 

Candidates can spend unlimited personal funds for campaign purposes, including assets 
in which the candidate has a legal right of access to or control over, and which he or she has a 
legal title or equitable interest.6   However, when a candidate obtains a bank loan for use in 
connection with his or her campaign, the loan is considered to be from the bank and not from the 
candidate’s personal funds.  A bank loan is not considered a contribution to the campaign if it 
was made in accordance with applicable banking laws and regulations and was made in the 
ordinary course of business.7  A loan will be deemed to be in the ordinary course of business if 
(1) it bears the bank usual and customary interest rate for the category of loan involved; (2) it is
evidenced by a written instrument; (3) it is subject to a due date or amortization schedule, and (4)
it is made on a basis which assures repayment.8

Upon review, the HELOC agreement follows these guidelines.9 The interest rate is 3.5%, 
well within the usual and customary interest rate.10 It is also evidenced by a written instrument,
attached to this Response.11 Per the agreement, the HELOC is on a ten-year schedule with the 
last day being March 27, 2030, and payment being due on demand.12 Last, the HELOC is a 
secured loan with collateral being tied to the value of the home.13 All of this information 
demonstrates that the HELOC is in full compliance with Commission regulations.  Therefore, the 
Respondents actions in this matter were consistent with applicable regulations and FECA.14

4 See Exhibit B. The home was appraised by an independent appraiser.
5 The Respondents do not deny that the contribution was made in connection with her campaign, and we 
recognize that the loan was improperly reported as from the candidate’s personal funds on the original April 
Quarterly.  Upon realizing the error, the Campaign immediately amended their April Quarterly Report to reflect that 
the funds were provided through the HELOC.  
6 11 C.F.R. § 100.33(a). 
7 11 C.F.R §§ 100.82; 100.142
8 Id.
9 See generally Exhibit A. 
10 Id. at 1, Section 4.  The agreement identifies the interest as the total of .5 percentage points plus the highest 
rate identified as a prime rate by The Wall Street Journal in its table entitled “Money Rates.”  It is currently at 
3.25%.  See Money Rates, THE WALL STREET JOURNAL (last visited June 12, 2020), available at 
https://www.wsj.com/market-data/bonds/moneyrates.
11 See generally Id.
12 Id. at 1, Section 2; Credit Line Loan Agreement at 1, Exhibit A. 
13 Schedule A, Exhibit A. 
14 While not dispositive, it is worth noting that several campaign finance attorneys, include former FEC Chair 
Michael Toner, have commented on this fact pattern, and have stated the activity was legal.  See Howard B. Owens, 
Other Candidates Finding It Difficult to Keep Pace with Fundraising, and Self Funding, of Chris Jacobs, THE 
BATAVIAN (May 12, 2020). 
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Before concluding, there are two issues that warrant discussion.  First, the Complaint, 
based on pure conjecture and speculation, asserts that Ms. Parlato has some sort of improper 
relationship with the bank at issue in this case, apparently based on a 2017 consolidated 
mortgage valuation of $719,000 in relation to the town’s lower property assessment.  Not only is 
the Complainant’s understanding of the home’s value misguided,15 but also the Complaint’s 
allegations have no evidentiary support in fact and are no more than the unjust inferences of the 
Complainant.  

Second involves the Commission’s Office of General Counsel improperly adding Mr. 
Anthony Parlato as a Respondent in this matter.  The Complaint made no allegations against
him, and did not list him as a Respondent in this case, and thus, the Commission’s Office of 
General Counsel (OGC) should not have included him in this matter. 

II. Conclusion.

Based on the facts and supplemental information presented in this Response, it is 
abundantly clear that the Respondents did not engage in any illegal activity.  Therefore, we ask 
the Commission to promptly find no reason to believe and close the file.  

Respectfully submitted,

Charlie Spies
Katie Reynolds  
Counsel to the Respondents 

15 The Complaint alleges that the home’s value is $417,755.10 based on the Town of Darien’s assessment, 
which is specifically designed to under-value homes and is not the same as an appraisal for bank or sales purposes.  
Exhibit B shows that the account valuation for the home is $1,000,000. Regardless of the proper valuation of the 
home, the Complaint fails to establish any improper activity between the Respondents and the bank, and fails to 
show that the money taken out for the purposes of the Campaign was not legal. 
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